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Vermont's decision-makers have regularly made
important decisions affecting Vermont postsecondary edu-
cation in the absence of a comprehensive and research
informed study on the topic of statewide coordination
and planning.
The value of this study is to provide diverse
groups of Vermont decision-makers with research informed
recommendations which may help elicit some consensus about
closer harmony in addressing the needs for postsecondary
education in the State of Vermont. An organizational
pattern suggested by the investigator for post secondary
education in the State of Vermont is included in the study.
The findings of this study offer the reader a summary
analysis of opinions, issues, roles, functions, powers,
composition, and status relating to statewide coordina-
tion and planning of postsecondary education in
the State
of Vermont.
It was hypothesized that the three groups
selected
for the study—college administrators, selected
legislators
and agency heads, and boards of trustees—would not sig-
nificantly disagree on the items in the questionnaire
relative to statewide coordination and planning. Using
a chi square treatment on each item revealed no signifi-
cant difference among the groups at the .01 or .05 level.
Results of a Pearson correlation coefficient calculated
across "agree and disagree" responses indicated a multiple
R of .8421 and a high degree of agreement among the groups.
The implication is that following carefully articulated
strategies, a proposal to adopt the organization pattern
suggested in the study should not encounter serious con-
ceptual or personal resistance from any of the three groups
surveyed.
This study will be considered valuable by its
author if it is used to help create increased public
awareness, leading to more informed decision-making in
statewide coordination and planning of postsecondary edu-
cation in the State of Vermont.
vi
TABLE OF. CONTENTS
PAGE
APPROVAL ii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS • iii
ABSTRACT iv
LIST OF TABLES ix
LIST OF FIGURES xxi
CHAPTER
I. THE PROBLEM
Statement of the Problem
Definition of Terms
Delimitations of the Study
Basic Assumptions
Need for the Study
Significance of the Study
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The Nature and Scope of Statewide
Coordination and Planning
A Cri tique of Statewide Coordination
47
and Planning
III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS OF
THE
QUANTITATIVE, DATA G
''
Research Methodology
. . 67
Hypotheses
_
. .... 70
Research Design
72
Group Identification -
Vll
CHAPTER PAGE
Instrumentation 73
Sampling 79
Data Collection 80
Data Analysis
Demographic and Social Background
Information ahout the Respondents .... 86
Analysis of the Quantitative Data in
the Questionnaire ‘ J
General Opinions
Organization and Coordination . ' H
Planning 20
Program Review ^-'
l
Budget Review "" 1
:
Other Functions
IV. MAJOR FINDINGS * *
2 /2
Methodologies] Implications
Demographic and Social Impact on
the Study
Summary of the Major Findings
. . 295
Major Findings
V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
... 344
Delimitations
344
.
3^6
Purpose . .
Introduction
Vlll
CHAPTER PAGE
Conclusions and Recommendations 352
Pattern for a Vermont System of
Postsecondary Education . ' 396
Implications for Further Research 397
BIBLIOGRAPHY
APPENDIX A.
APPENDIX B.
APPENDIX C.
APPENDIX D.
APPENDIX E.
APPENDIX F.
APPENDIX G.
APPENDIX H.
Presentation of Questionnaire
Categories
College Respondent Group
Legislator Respondent Group
Board Member Respondent Group . . . .
Questionnaire and Related
Correspondence
Interim Report Governor's Blue Ribbon
Commission on Higher Education . . .
Executive Order No. 36
Letter to the Governor's Blue Ribbon
4-00
411
4-12
413
414
4-15
4-27
433
Commission on Higher Education . . . 437
APPENDIX I. Letter to Subcommittee of the Governor's
Blue Ribbon Commission on Higher
Education
APPENDIX J.
APPENDIX K.
Legislative Bills or Resolutions .
Level of Educational Attainment
438
439
460
APPENDIX L.
All Levels . .
Harcleroad Model 461
LIST OF TABLES
IX
TABLE
I. Results of Data Collection
II. Sex of Respondents
.....
III. Political Preference of Respondents
.
rv
. Age of Respondents
V'. Level of Educational Attainment
. .
VI. Type of College Attended by Respondent
With Some College, Associate Degree,
and Bachelors Degree ....
VH. Type of College Attended by Respondent
With Some Graduate Study, Masters
Degree, and Beyond Masters but no
Higher Degree
VIII. Type of College Attended by Respondent
V/ith a Ph.D./Ed.D.
,
Some Graduate
Study Toward a Professional Degree,
and a Professional Degree
IX. Type of College Children of Respondents
Have Attended, Now Attend, or Plan to
Attend
X. Postsecondary Education -
A Birthright
XI. Postsecondary Education -
An Earned Right
PAGE
. 81
• 87
• 87
. 90
. 94
. 96
. 97
. 98
. 99
. 105
105
XTABLE
XII.
XIII.
XIV.
XV.
XVI.
XVII.
XVIII.
Post secondary Education -
A Guaranteed Right
Vermont Can Receive Better Value for
its Dollar Invested in Postsecondary
Education
Vermont’s Choice is Between Coordination
by a Coordinating Board or Having the
Executive Branch of Government Assume
the Role
Type of Coordinating Board or Voluntary
Association that Respondents Think
Should he Established in the State
o.f Vermont
Voluntary Coordination Would Allow
for Minimum Cooperation Necessary
to Secure Sbate Funds While Insti-
tutional Autonomy is Maintained . .
Voluntary Coordination Would Permit
Mutual Confidence Among Institu-
tional Administrative Officers to
be Lost
Voluntary Coordination Would Not Allow
Institutions to Present a Unified
PAGE
107
110
113
11 ?
119
121
Front bo bhe Legislature
123
XI
TABLE PAGE
XIX. One Consolidated Governing Board is
Unable to Effectively Unify the
System 128
XX. One Governing Board Does Not Need to
Share Authority With Other Boards . . 130
XXI. One Single Board Has Strong Powers to
Compel Implementing Planning Policy . 132
XXII. Agencies Like Vermont Student Assistance
Corporation May be Placed Under a
Coordinating Board
XXIII. Federal Demands for Representatives from
All of Postsecondary Education are
Satisfied with a Coordinating Board .
XXIV. Coordinating Boards are Difficult to
Establish
Coordinating Boards are Not More Readily
Accepted by Institutions
It is Not Possible for a Coordinating
Board to Serve the Interest of Post-
secondary Education and. the Interest
of the Governor and the Legislature
at the Same Time While Holding the
Confidence of all Parties ^
41
J
XXVII. A Coordinating Board Would Increase
1 SO
Tensions Among Institutions
XXV
XXVI
vii
CHAPTER PAGE
Instrumentation 73
Sampling 79
Data Collection 80
Data Analysis
Demographic and Social Background
Information about the Respondents .... 86
Analysis of the Quantitative Data in
the Questionnaire 101
General Opinions 1°
'
Organization and Coordination H4
P1aiming
Program Review ....
Budget Review
"
Other Functions
IV. MAJOR FINDINGS
Methodological Implications
Demographic and Social Impact on
the Study
Summary of the Major Findings
296
Major Findings
V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
649-
Delimitations
.
. .
399-
Purpose
...
39-6
Introduction
Vlll
CHAPTER
Conclusions and Recommendations
Pattern for a Vermont System of
Postsecondary Education
Implications for Further Research
BIBLIOGRAPHY
APPENDIX A. Presentation of Questionnaire
Categories
APPENDIX B. College Respondent Group
APPENDIX C. Legislator Respondent Group
APPENDIX ,D. Board Member Respondent Group ....
APPENDIX E. Questionnaire and Related
Correspondence
APPENDIX F. Interim Report Governor's Blue Ribhon
Commission on Higher Education . . .
APPENDIX G. Executive Order No . 36
APPENDIX H. Letter to the Governor's Blue Ribbon
Commission on Higher Education . . .
APPENDIX I. Letter to Subcommittee of the Governor
Blue Ribbon Commission on Higher
Education
APPENDIX J. Legislative Bills or Resolutions . . .
APPENDIX K. Level of Educational Attainment
All Levels
APPENDIX L. Harcleroad Model
PAGE
352
396
397
400
411
412
413
414
413
427
433
437
's
438
439
460
461
LIST OF TABLES
IX
TABLE
I« Results of Data Collection
II. Sex of Respondents
. .
HI. Political Preference of Respondents
. .
IV. Age of Respondents
V. Level of Educational Attainment
.
VI. Type of College Attended by Respondent
With Some College, Associate Degree,
9Jid Bachelors Degree
VII. Type of College Attended by Respondent
With Some Graduate Study, Masters
Degree, and Beyond Masters but no
Higher Degree
VIII. Type of College Attended by Respondent
With a Ph.D./Ed.D., Some Graduate
Study Toward a Professional Degree,
and a Professional Degree
IX. Type of College Children of Respondents
Have Attended, Now Attend, or Plan to
Attend
X. Postsecondary Education -
A Birthright
XI. Postsecondary Education -
PAGE
. 81
• 87
. 87
. 90
. 94
. 96
. 97
. 98
. 99
. 103
An Earned Right 105
XTABLE PAGE
XII. Post secondary Education -
A Guaranteed Right 107
XIII. Vermont Can Receive Better Value for
its Dollar Invested in Postsecondary
Education
XIV. Vermont's Choice is Between Coordination
by a Coordinating Board or Having the
Executive Branch of Government Assume
the Role
XV. Type of Coordinating Board or Voluntary
Association that Respondents Think
Should he Established in the State
of Vermont
XVI. Voluntary Coordination Would Allow
for Minimum Cooperation Necessary
to Secure State Funds While Insti-
tutional Autonomy is Maintained . . .
'n 9
XVII. Voluntary Coordination Would Permit
Mutual Confidence Among Institu-
tional Administrative Officers to
be Lost
XVIII. Voluntary O' -ordination Would Not Allow
Institutions to Present a Unified
Front to the Legislature
XI
TABLE PAGE
XIX. One Consolidated Governing Board is
Unable bo Effectively Unify the
System
XX. One Governing Board Does Not Need to
Share Authority With Other Boards . .
XXI. One Single Board Has Strong Powers to
Compel Implementing Planning Policy
XXII. Agencies Like Vermont Student Assistance
Corporation May he Placed Under a
Coordinating Board
XXIII. Federal Demands for Representatives from
All of Postsecondary Education are
Satisfied with a Coordinating Board .
XXIV. Coordinating Boards are Difficult to
Establish 141
XXV. Coordinating Boards are Not More Readily
Accepted by Institutions
XXVI. It is Not Possible for a Coordinating
Board to Serve the Interest of Post-
secondary Education and the Intc ^ est
of the Governor and the Legislature
at the Same Time While Holding the
Confidence of all Parties
XXVII. A Coordinating Board Would Increase
Tensions Among Institutions
143
146
150
xii
TABLE ‘ PAGE
XXVIII. A Coordinating Board Would Focus Public
Attention on Individual Institutions
Rather Than on a System of Post-
secondary Education 152
XXIX. A Coordinating Board Would Result in a
More Unfavorable Disposition of Leg-
islative and State Officers Toward
Postsecondary Education Than was True
Before the Coordinating Board was
Established 155
XXX. A Coordinating Board Would Result in
Institutions Becoming Less Financially
Stable ^57
XXXI. A Coordinating Board Would Increase Com-
petition for Funds Among Institutions . 159
XXXII. Type of Legal Stabus a Coordinating Board
Should Have in the State of Vermont . . 161
XXXIII. A Coordinating Board for Vermont Should
Have Regulatory Rather Than Advisory
Powers Specifically Limited by
Statute
XXXIV. Both the Governor and the Legislature
Would be Willing to Give Important
Powers to a Coordinating Board
Xlll
TABLE
XXXV.
XXXVI.
XXXVII.
XXXVIII
.
XXXIX.
XXXX.
PAGE
Composed of Institutional or
Agency Representatives 166
Sum of Ranks Among the Choices Vermont
Respondents Consider Acceptable for
Composition of a Coordinating Board . . 170
University of Vermont, Vermont State
Colleges, Including Vermont Tech-
nical College and Community College
of Vermont Should be Subject to the
Powers of a Coordinating Board 173
University of Vermont, Vermont State
Colleges, Excluding Community College
of Vermont Should be Subject to the
Powers of a Coordinating Board 175
University of Vermont, Vermont State
Colleges, .Excluding Vermont Tech-
nical CoJ lege Should be Subject to
the Powers of a Coordinating Board ... 177
Nonpublic Vermont Postsecondary Insti-
tutions Should be Subject to the
Powers of a Coordinating Board . . . . • 179
Private, Profit-Making (Proprietary)
Post secondary Institutions Should be
Subject to the Powers of a Coordinating
Board 181
XIV
TABLE
XXXXI.
XXXXII.
XXXXIII.
XXXXIV.
xxxxv.
XXXXVI.
PAGE
The Vermont Student Assistance Corpor-
ation Should he Subject to the Powers
of a Coordinating Board 184
The Vermont Higher Education Pacilities
Commission Should be Subject to the
Powers of a Coordinating Board .... 186
The Vermont Higher Education Council
Should be Subject to the Powers of
a Coordinating Board 189
Certain Functions of the State Depart-
ment of Education (Certification)
Should be Subject to the Powers of a
Coordinating Board 191
Agency or Institutional Personnel Repre-
sented on a Coordinating Board Should
Include at Least One Representative
From Each System of Public Agencies
or Institutions Subject to the Powers
of a Coordinating Board
Agency or Institutional Personnel Repre
sented on a Coordinating Board ohould
Include (Depending on the Level of State
Aid Given) , at Least One Lay Representa-
tive From the Governing Boards of Non-
public Postsecondary Education in
Vermont .
. 197
XV
TABLE
XXXXVII.
XXXXVII I
.
XXXXIX.
L.
LI.
Agency or Institutional Personnel Rep-
resented on a Coordinating Board
Should Include No Representation
from the Private Profit-Making
(Proprietary) Institutions of Post-
secondary Education in Vermont ....
A Network of Student, Faculty, Admin-
istrative Advisory Committees Should
he Established to Advise the Board
and Staff on Matters Concerning the
General Welfare of the State's Post-
secondary Education System
The Members of a Coordinating Board
Should be Appointed by the Governor
and Should be Confirmed by the
Vermont Senate
The Members of a Coordinating Board
Should he Appoint'd by the Governor
and Should be Confirmed by the Vermont
House
The Members of a Coordinating Board
Should be Appointed by the Governor
and Should Serve Not Less Than Six
Years Nor More Than Nine Years . . . .
PAGE
199
202
204
206
208
TABLE
xvi
PAGE
LII. The Essential Function of a Coordin-
ating Board is Budgeting
LIII. The Essential Function of a Coordin-
ating Board is Planning
LIV. The Essential Function of a Coordin-
ating Board is Program Review ....
LV. Some Mechanism for Statewide Planning
of Post secondary Education for Ver-
mont Should be Established as Soon as
Possible
LVI. Types of Post secondary Institutions that
Should be Directly Regulated or be
Presented with Recommendations for
Regulation by a Statewide Planning
Mechanism
TjVII. a Special In-State Commission Composed
of Prominent Laymen and Educators
from the State Should be Appointed to
Develop a Statewide Plan
LVIJI. An Ad Hoc Group of Outside Consultants
Should be Used to Develop a State-
wide Plan
210
212
214
216
219
221
224
Planning Should be Kept In-House Deter-
mined by a Group of Professionals
LIX.
xvii
TABLE
LX.
LXI.
LXII
.
LXIII
LXIV.
LXV.
PAGE
Like the Coordinating Board and
its Staff 228
Statewide Goals Embodying the Public
Interest Must be Adopted First and
Individual Institutional Goals Last . . 250
Program Review Should be Performed by
a Statewide Review Committee Com-
posed of Members Drawn from the
State's Institutions 255
It Should not be Within the Legal Powers
of a Coordinating Board to Approve or
Disapprove any New Program in the
State's Postsecondary Institutions . . 255
It Should not be Within the Legal Powers
of a Coordinating Board to Reallocate
or Discontinue Existing Programs in the
State's Postsecondary Institutions . . 257
It Should not be Within the Legal Powers
of Coordinating Boards to Approve
Individual New Courses in the State's
Postsecondary Education Institutions . 259
A Coordinating Board Should Have at
Least Some Earmarked Funds with Which
to Encourage and Support Innovative
Programs 242
xviii
TABLE
LXVI
PAGE
Budget Review Procedures, Formulas, and
Criteria Should be Established by
Statewide Technical Advisory Com-
mittees Composed of Members from the
State's Institutions 245
LXVII. Agreement on a Proposed Institutional
Budget Request by Staffs of Both the
Institution and the Coordinating Board
is not Necessary as a Part of the
Budget Process 247
LXVIII. The Institutional Budget Request Need
not be Heard at a Public Meeting by
the Coordinating Board 249
LXIX. The Coordinating Board Should Make its
Recommendation to the Governor and
the Legislature
LXX . Summaries of the Institutional Budget
Request and the Coordinating Board
Recommendation Should be Made Avail-
able to the Governor and the Legis-
lature
LXXI. Types of Postsecondary Institutions
Which Should Participate in a Tech-
nical Advisory Committee Which Advises
25'1
253
XIX
TABLE PAGE
a Coordinating Board in the State
of Vermont 256
LXXII. Types of Post secondary Institutions
Which Should Participate in a Pres-
idents' Advisory Committee Which
Advises a Coordinating Board in the
State of Vermont 258
LXXIII. Types of Postsecondary Institutions
Which Should Participate in Major
Planning Committees Which Advise a
Coordinating Board in the State of
Vermont 261
LXXIV. Types of Post secondary Institutions
Which Should Participate in All Com-
mittees that Recommend Policies and
Conditions Under Which State Punds are
Given to Post secondary Institutions
in the State of Vermont 265
LXXV. The Emerging Trend in the Development
of Boards, Commissions, and Councils
to Pormulate Policies for All Public
Postsecondary Education Institutions
will Tend to Increase the Control of
Colleges and Universities by Institu-
tional Personnel . 265
XX
TABLE
LXXVI.
LXXVII
.
LXXVIII
.
The Coordinating Board Role is one of
Providing a Safeguard to Institu-
tional Autonomy Rather than a Cause
for its Loss
Legislation in the Form of a Proposal
for a Coordinating Mechanism to
Combine the University o-f Vermont
and Vermont State Colleges is Essen-
tial During the Coming 1973-7^ leg-
islative Session
Sum of Ranks for Measures Which Should
be Taken to Finance a Coordinating
Board
PAGE
269
271
276
xxi
LIST OF FIGURES
FIGURE
1. Age of Respondents
2. Educational Level of Attainment
PAGE
91
95
CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM
More than forty-six states now have some kind of
formal mechanism for dealing with higher education and
twenty-seven of these have altered their structures in
the past fifteen years; the State of Vermont has no for-
mal structure for dealing with higher education.
It is the investigator's intention to review the
benefits and limitations of statewide coordination and
to design a model or organizational structure influenced
by Vermont's particular history, needs, and resources for
postsecondary education.
I. STATEMENT OE THE PROBLEM
The problem is to design a model for statewide coor-
dination and planning ol postsecondary education in the
State of Vermont.
Purpose . The purpose of this investigation is to
design a model for statewide coordination and planning of
postsecondary education in the State of Vermont using in-
formation derived as a result of: (1) a questionnaire de-
signed for three different groups in the State of
Vermont,
'Robert 0. Berdahl , Statewide Coordination of
Higher
Education, (Washington: American Council on
Education, 97 *
p. 36.
2(2) a thorough review of the research on the topic of
statewide coordination and planning, and (3) an exam-
ination of the trends and present "internal state" of
postsecondary education in the State of Vermont.
Sub-problems and objectives .
1. To design a questionnaire which could be
broadly representative of the opinions that might exist
among the three groups to be surveyed;
2. To survey three groups:
Administrator - the chief administrative
officers of each Vermont postsecondary institution as
designated;
Legislator - a survey of members serving
on the Vermont Senate and House Standing Committees on
Appropriations and Education; and, a selected number of
chief administrative officers of state departments and
agencies, e.g., State Department of Education, Vermont
Student Assistance Corporation;
Board Member - a survey of the Boards of
Trustees of the Vermont State Colleges and the Univer-
sity of Vermont;
3 , To compare, analyze, and assess
the infor-
mation derived from the questionnaire as the primary
re-
source for designing the model;
To present the resultant analysis of in-
formation from the questionnaire as a means of
identifying
3potential sources of resistance to the implementation of
the model;
5. To make recommendations for improved state-
wide coordination and planning of postsecondary education
in the State of Vermont.
II. DEFINITION OF TEEMS
Postsecondary education . For the purposes of this
study, postsecondary education will mean all public,
private, and proprietary institutions offering opportun-
ities to Vermont high school graduates or those who pos-
sess a general equivalency diploma.
Statewide coordination . Statewide coordination is
defined as the degree of centralized coordinating author-
ity exercised directly over all public institutions with-
in the State of Vermont but not exclusive of two-year and
four-year nonpublic and proprietary institutions.
The definition of statewide coordination was modi-
fied from the original Berdahl . statement to allow for the
increasing involvement of nonpublic and proprietary in-
stitutions in statewide coordinating designs.
Four separate categories of statewide coordina-
tion are described by Berdahl:
I. States which have neither a single
coordin-
ating agency created by statute nor a
voluntary
association performing a significant statewide
coordinating function.
4II. States in which voluntary statewide coor-
dination is performed by the institutions themselves
operating with some degree of formality.
III. States which have a statewide coordinating
board created by statute but not superseding in-
stitutional or segmental governing boards. This
category is divided into the following subtypes:
a. A board composed in the majority of insti-
tutional representatives and having essentially
advisory powers.
b. A board composed entirely or in the major-
ity of public members and having essentially
advisory powers.
c. A board composed entirely or in the majority
of public members and having regulatory powers
in certain areas without, however, having gov-
erning responsibility for the institutions under
its jurisdiction.
IV. States which have a single governing board,
whether functioning as the governing body for the
only public senior institution in the state or as
a consolidated governing board for multiple insti- 2
tutions, with no local or segmental governing bodies.
Planning . Planning is a process to provide the
most valuable information and interpretations on which to
make decisions relative to establishment of goals and
evaluation of the effectiveness of the goal-oriented ac-
tivities.^ The purpose of planning is to minimize acci-
L\.
dental change and to maximize intentional change. Tht
2Berdahl, op_. cit . , pp. 18-19.
^Agnes Martinko , Current Status of Planning^
Process Particularly in Higher Education in Other State s,
(Harrisburg: Pennsylvania State Department of Education,
June, 1972), P* 14.
Ibid. 11
5types of planning are short-range (one to four years),
intermediate-range (five to twenty-five years), and ex-
tended long-range (twenty-six to fifty years).
Model. A model may he described according to its
purpose, the sorts of data used as input to the model or
the type of equation used to describe the functional re-
lationships of the model.
^
The use of the term model is intended to depict an
operational structure designed primarily with information
from the questionnaire but not exclusive of related sources
of information. The model is expected to portray role,
scope, and functional relationships of coordinating
agencies in relation to educational institutions, legis-
lature, state government, select state agencies, and other
concerned participants who might be affected by a coordin-
ating agency.
III. DELIMITATIONS OE THE STUDY
The most important criterion for statewide
plan-
ning is that the members of the planning
agencies or
Vripqt G Palola, et al., Higher Education bx _
velopment in Higher Education, 1970), P- 565.
6Donald C. Delong,
'' AllocaWng^and^Utilizing Ee-^
256-237.
6special commission should be drawn from the most respected
and experienced citizens of the state .
'
The single-handed
effort represented in this study, if interpreted as the
sole directive for planning, would appear to violate this
principle. It is not intended to do so.
Although proprietary institutions are now classi-
fied under the general rubric of postsecondary education
for this study and by the Education Amendments of 1972,
the investigator has elected not to survey the propri-
etary institutions in the State of Vermont. The investi-
gator would encourage, however, that proprietary institu-
tions be given full participation in statewide planning
and coordinating endeavors.
The selection of state agencies in the legisla-
tive group was limited in accordance with criteria es-
tablished by the investigator.
IV . BASIC ASSUMPTIONS
An integral aspect of this study is that some c con-
sensus may be obtained from the three diverse groups se-
lected as resources to the study. Related assumptions
are
1. that the judgments of respondents in the
three groups can contribute to the design foi
statewide
^Carnegie Commission, The Capito l, and the 0
ampin
,
(New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, Inc., 19/1, P-
"•
7coordination and planning for postsecondary education in
the State of Vermont;
2. that the nature of the manifested responses
in the questionnaire will he an accurate reflection of
the respondents' beliefs and ultimate behavior; and
3. that the chief administrative officers of the
agencies and institutions represented in the investigation
can provide responses which will accurately reflect a
high degree of correspondence with the ultimate decisions
that an institutional governing board might make.
V. NEED FOR THE STUDY
Educational needs grant . A grant from the Vermont
Higher Education Facilities Commission was awarded to the
Vermont State Colleges for a proposal, "To Study the
Postsecondary Educational Needs of the Citizens of the
State of Vermont." Phase I concentrated on activity to
compile all existing pertinent data in order to project
the number of students entering and leaving the educa-
tional system of Vermont. Phase II addressed itself
to
the problems Vermonters have in accessing present
forms
of postsecondary education services and an
assessment of
Vermonters' needs for various kinds of educational
ser-
vices not revealed by data collected during
Phase I.
Phase III consisted of a follow-up study
to determine
where high school students are continuing
their education
8and why students with aspirations to continue are not
continuing. The proposal was discussed with the heads
of all public and some private higher educational insti-
tutions in Vermont. It was their belief that this pro-
posed study is timely and essential for rational leader-
O
ship of higher education in the state.
To effect implementation of a statewide needs as-
sessment, there must be sin agency to consider and imple-
ment the recommendations suggested by the documented edu-
cational needs of the citizens of the State of Vermont.
State support . Smallwood concluded in 1971 that
"The major problem in Vermont relates to the need to cre-
ate a comprehensive planning mechanism which will identi-
fy the means by which the state can allocate its resources
most effectively to foster excellence in both the quality
and the scope of the higher educational offerings avail-
able to its citizens.”^ Smallwood advocated the estao-
lishment as soon as possible of a comprehensive planning
mechanism which will possess the authority to coordinate
the orderly long-term development of public postsecondary
8John W. Alden, "To Study the Postsecondary Educa-
tional Needs of the Citizens of the State of Vermont.”
(Unpublished)
^Frank Smallwood, "Higher Education in Vermont:
Past, Present and Future,” (Burlington: Vermont State
Colleges, 197l)i Part IV, p. 9*
9educational programs in Vermont. He also encouraged the
future cooperation and coordination between the public
and private sectors of the higher educational community.
As early as 1969, an Institute for Educational De-
velopment study asserted, "What is lacking is a mechan-
ism by which the various components of postsecondary edu-
10
cation can be coordinated into an operating system.
The Institute for Educational Development recommended
that "... there be established immediately a Coordin-
11
ating Council for Post-Secondary Education in Vermont."
A Joint Committee on Higher Education Planning
(Vermont State Colleges and University of Vermont) was
established following a joint Vermont State Colleges -
University of Vermont Board of Trustees meeting on August
5, 1971; Dr. Prank Smallwood was named chairman of the
joint committee.
A merger proposal including the University of
Vermont and State Agricultural College, the Vermont State
Colleges, and the Vermont Regional Community Colleges, Inc.
was introduced in the 1972 session of the legislature and
^"Higher Education in Vermont: Its Resources and
Needs," (New York: Institute for Educational Development,
August, 1969), P« 1
•
11
rbid.
,
p. 74*
10
was soundly defeated in the House by a vote of 104 to
1236* The Joint Committee on Higher Education Planning
became dysfunctional
,
and there was no jointly coordin-
ated plan for resurrection of the merger plan in the im-
mediate future.
A Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission on Higher Ed-
ucation was established on June 27 , 1973? with Senator
Frank Smallwood as chairman to study a broad range of
higher education problems in Vermont. In the Interim
Report Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission on Higher Edu-
cation, the Commission prepared a proposal for a Post-
secondary Education Board which would serve as a state-
wide coordinating board with direct operational responsi-
bility for student financial assistance programs and new
1
3
off-campus educational programs. After public hearings
on the Commission's proposal, it was clear that the lim-
ited number of witnesses who testified, a total of twenty-
seven, favored the concept of a single governing board.
It is interesting to note that the single governing board
proposal is the one MieJ; was so soundly defeated by the
House in 1972. The majority of the Commission concluded
that it supported th "... eventual establishment of a
^"Interim Report Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission
on Higher Education" (Montpelier, 1973)? P« 3 • (Unpub-
lished)
15Ibid.
11
single governing board which would be assigned overall
responsibility for the planning, coordination and oper-
,
Ah
ation of all public postsecondary programs.” The Com-
mission’s recommendation assumed the form of a joint res-
olution to the Senate which was introduced on January 4,
1974, "by Senator Smallwood. The joint resolution called
for a commitment by the legislature to more effective
planning and coordination of Vermont's postsecondary edu-
cational programs. The joint resolution also called for
the establishment of a postsecondary organizational task
force which would submit a specific organizational pro-
15
posal to the 1975 session of the legislature. ^ The
joint resolution was referred to the Senate Committee on
Education for further study; it was not actively support-
ed by a substantial number of individuals or groups and
subsequently died in committee without ever reaching the
floor of the Senate for a vote during the 1975 session.
Appendix P is the Interim Report Governor's Blue Ribbon
Commission on Higher Education.
On May 11, 1974, the Governor created, by execu-
tive order, the Vermont Higher Education Planning Com-
mission ,r . . .to better plan, coordinate and promote
postsecondary education in the State of Vermont.
14Ibid. 15Ibid.
pelier
p. 1.
^Thomas P. Salmon, "Executive Order #56
State of Vermont Executive Department,
(Mont-
May 9i 1974)
,
(Unpublished)
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Using guidelines established for 1202 commissions, it is
the responsibility of the Vermont Higher Education Plan-
ning Commission to . . . report to the Governor prior
to 1 December, 1974* and. annually by fiscal year there-
after its findings and recommendations for the use and
coordination of postsecondary educational resources in
17Vermont." Appendix G is the Governor's Executive Order.
The planning commission has established an Advis-
ory Council on Community Colleges and is expected to sub-
mit specific recommendations to the Governor before 1975-
National trends . Vermont is unique among the fifty
states; it ranks alongside Delaware as one of the only
two remaining states with no state agency to coordinate
postsecondary education and no legislative enactment to
S\ Q
design a plan for coordination on the horizon.
VI. SIGNIFICANCE OE THE STUDY
This study embraces the first attempt to bring
together necessary but diverse groups using informed
17Ibid.
18Alliance for Greatness : A Comprehensive Study ol
Higher Education in the State of Delaware , (Washington:
Academy for Educational Development , February , 1969/
i
p . 26.
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research (1) to discuss the problems of statewide coor-
dination and planning for postsecondary education in
the State of Vermont, and (2) to achieve some consensus
about closer harmony in addressing the needs for post-
secondary education in the State of Vermont. The investi-
gator perceives significance on two levels. First, dia-
logue, if achieved, would be a step forward. Second,
dialogue leading to coordination should promise some of
the benefits expected from the purposes of coordinating
agencies
.
The Carnegie Commission enumerates at least eight
benefits that may be expected from, coordination:
1. Avoid wasteful duplication in programs and
harmful competition for resources;
2. Work toward greater efficiency in the use of
scarce resources;
3. Aid the orderly growth of all postsecondary
facilities within the state, including consideration of
locations for new campuses;
A. Assist in developing state policy on admission
of students to higher education;
5. Collect data needed for policy determination;
6. Encourage sufficient diversity within the sys-
tem to satisfy the diverse educational needs of the state
14
7. Serve as a communications agency among the post-
secondary education community, the state government, and
the public;
8. Foster excellence in the development of the
variety of programs involved in the expanding postsecond-
ary education network. '
A statewide coordinating board with full partici-
pation by the education community might serve to dimin-
ish or eliminate the propensity for decision-making that
has resulted in the following consequences:
1. Wasteful duplication and harmful competition:
The Vermont State Colleges and the Univer-
sity of Vermont request separate appropriations on an
annual basis from the Vermont Legislature. New programs
have been added and existing programs expanded in spite
of the existence of similar programs at other institutions,
e.g., Recreation and Ski Management programs were added
and teacher education programs upgraded to the graduate
level at the Vermont State Colleges partly because no
agreement could be reached with the University of Vermont.
2. Increased competition for scarce resources:
Although some effort is being made to study
management information systems, program budgeting and
^Carnegie Commission, ojd. cit .
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analysis, and goal re-definition, an absence of real
commitment to specific action remedies is evidence of
the risks involved and the lack of commitment to cost-
effectiveness.
The total education direct expenditures as
a per cent of General Fund in the State of Vermont dropped
from 49 per cent in 1970 to 42.8 per cent in 1973. High-
er education’s share of state appropriations dropped from
15.1 per cent in 1969 to 11. 9 per cent recommended by the
20Governor in 197^. Vermont ranks thirty-eighth among the
21
states in appropriations per capita.'1'
3. Uncontrolled and uncoordinated growth of pub-
lic institutions:
The University of Vermont approved a five
year growth plan which had already been exceeded by fall
1972. 22
Castleton and Johns;on State Colleges have
enrolled close to the maximum number of students accept-
able, given present facilities, while Lyndon State Col-
lege remains at an enrollment of 200 less than the facil-
ities were constructed to accommodate.
20Vermont Facts and Figures 1975 (Montpelier,
March, 1973 ) , pp. 269-270.
c ^ Ibid
.
,
p. 272
.
22Alden, o£. cit . , p. 2.
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The enrollment at the three recently imple-
mented regional sites of the Community College of Vermont
has increased by 71 per cent in the last two years. 2 ^
In the five year span- from 1967 to 1971,
enrollments in Vermont public institutions increased by
37 per cent compared to an increase for Vermont non-
public institutions of 14 per cent
.
24
4. An absence of baseline data for policy deter-
minations and state policy on admission:
Evidence of the need for data is reflected
by the action of the Vermont Higher Education Eacilities
Commission to award a grant for the collection of essen-
tial data and the assessment of the needs of the citizens
of the State of Vermont. There is no statewide coordina-
tion with regard to admissions, nor is there a management
information system with an integrated data base in exist-
ence at the public institutions of postsecondary educa-
tion in Vermont. The Lack of defined roles and the in-
creasing pressure to meet enrollment projections are evi-
dent in the increased competition between institutions
for students.
The low Vermont aspiration rates and the
increasing pressure and competition for students are
23Ibid.
24Vermont Facts and Figures 1973 < op « cit . , p. 264.
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trends which coerce institutions to initiate "popular"
programs for the short run benefit without regard to long
run consequences in the areas of quality, standards, and
excellence
.
5- Inadequate information on the state’s educa-
tional needs or the diversity of resources to satisfy the
state's educational needs:
Although there is a current thrust for
career education programs in the multi-purpose compre-
hensive state college sub-system, no assessment of exist-
ing program diversity or academic resources within the
state college sub-system has been made. No single agency
exists to assess the educational needs of the state's in-
stitutions and to suggest how the state's resources might
be utilized in delivering educational services to Vermont
residents
.
6. No single communications agency:
Without an educational community representa
tive serving state government, legislature, and the insti
tutions, the prevailing attitude is, "every man for him-
self." Decisions, therefore, are rendered on the basis
of vested interests, social maintenance of institutions,
political influence, and legislative whimsy.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OE THE LITERATURE
Three separate investigations by Berdahl, Glenny,
and Palola constitute major landmarks in the study of
statewide coordination and planning. These three writers
represent a diverse range of academic disciplines and pro-
fessional experiences. In spite of this diversity, they
generally agreed on fundamental and practical guidelines
relating to the constitution of coordinating agencies and
the process of achieving planning, program review, and
budgetary operations.
To this investigator, there existed a significant
degree of cross—fertilization among those informing in the
area of this study. It is not the investigator s inten-
tion to imply that new knowledge has not been added on
the problem of improving statewide coordination and plan-
ning; on the contrary, the once unresolved issue center-
ing on advisory versus regulatory coordination and volun-
tary versus statutory coordinating agencies seems to
have
been settled. Only two voluntary agencies still
prevail
in the fifty states—Indiana and Nebraska.
On the horizon, Glenny, et al . , discern new
issues
^Berdahl, cvp. cit . , p* 30.
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confronting statewide coordination and planning: (1) the
problems that Federal support is expected to generate,
(2) the spread of state support for nonpublic higher
education and the extension of planning and coordination
to private colleges and universities, and (5) the develop-
ment of management information systems when so little is
known about measurable educational outcomes and assess-
2
ment of the educational product.
The format for the reported review of the litera-
ture will be proportioned into two segments:
I. THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF STATEWIDE COORDINATION
AND PLANNING FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION; and,
II. A CRITIQUE OF STATEWIDE COORDINATION AND PLAN-
NING FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION.
I. THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF STATEWIDE
COORDINATION AND PLANNING
Historical Trends and Developments
One of the dangers inherent in using extrapolations
of the past educational trends as a means to a more pre-
dictable future is the tendency to disregard rapid changes
occuring outside of the educational community. Hefferlin
contended that it is far more important to consider the
^Lyman A. Glenny, et al . , Coordinating Higher
Education for the 70 1 s (Berkeley: Center for Research
and Development in Higher Education, 1971)? P« Xla
20
changing needs of society at large rather than focusing
on trends within education itself. "Educational trends,
in other words," maintained Hefferlin, "will affect edu-
cational planning far less than trends in American life
at large. ..." With Hefferlin' s statement in mind, a
brief scenario of the historical trends and development
of statewide coordination and planning is presented in
outline format. Palola was used as a primary resource;
he identified three periods between 1800 and the pres-
. 4
ent
:
Pre-World War II (1800-1940)
World War II - 1958
1958 - 1969
Pre-World War II . This was a period of high insti-
tutional autonomy characterized by the Dartmouth decision,
the land-grant act, the elective system, and the rise of
the university.
Palola described some very clear trends during this
period:
Some of the first statewide studies were conducted
near the turn of the century. In general, these
studies included all levels of education, but most
of the recommendations were directed to problems of
primary and secondary education.-^
d. Lon Hefferlin, "Future Challenges and Trends
in Postsecondary Education," Statewide Planning for Posjt
-
secondary Education: Issues, and Design^ (Boulder : ^^Hational^
Center for Higher 'Education Management Systems, 1971;, P-
^Ernest G. Palola, et al . , ojg. cit . , PP* 57-61.
^Ibid
. ,
p . 46
.
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It should, he noted that it was a period when teachers
colleges began to question the predominance of the lead-
ing state universities. Palola concluded, "Thus, the
objectives and purposes of various types of institutions
became major sources of contention.
World War II - 1958 . Termed the "Progressive era,"
this period was one of some restraints on institutional
autonomy and was characterized by increasing enrollments,
expansion of existing institutions, the introduction of
commissions to survey and study higher education, a move
toward mass educational systems, and increasing strains
between state government and institutions.
Palola surmised, "The 1950s was a decade of debate
about the purposes, types, and consequences of coordina-
tion for higher education."'
7
Institutional autonomy and
compulsory coordination were prominent topics of debate
within the educational community.
1958 - 1969 . This period was deemed one of some
jeopardy to the educational autonomy of institutions. The
period was characterized by the addition of 1 ifteen boards
almost exclusively of the coordinating nature, increased
enrollments, and significant studies by Glenny (1959),
Autonomy of Public Colleges , and the government study,
6Ibid. ^Ibid. , p. 55*
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Commission of Government and Higher Education of the Fund
for the Advancement of Education. In addition, Federal
support became more state oriented versus institution
oriented, and the nonpublic institutions became involved
in public policy-making.
Palola discovered that technical and quantitative
planning of a fiscal nature continued to be dominant in
the planning efforts of the 1960s. He remarked:
The watershed years were I960 and 1961, when many
states realized that voluntary coordination and the
planning efforts of the 1950 s were not going to be
adequate to meet the challenge of the 1960s. Thus,
several industrial states either passed new legis-
lation creating mandatory coordinating and planning
agencies, or strengthened the powers of existing
agencies so that they could act with respect to
statewide planning, budgetary, educational programs,
new institutions, and other matters involved in the g
development of their state's educational enterprise.
Glenny, et al
. ,
noted that the first coordinating board to
become operative for higher education was authorized by a
constitutional amendment in Oklahoma in 1941 • During the
period from 1941-1968, ". . .27 states authorized coor-
dinating boards to bring order to the development of exist
ing institutions and their governing boards.
Glenny and Hurst, perhaps better than any other
8Ibid.
,
p. 61.
^Glenny, et_ al . , ojq. cit . , p. 1
10Ibid.
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sources, clarify the impetus from 1959 to the present in
statewide coordination and planning. They concluded that:
From 1959 to the present the trend toward the solu-
tion of problems has been moving slowly but surely
in the direction of centralizing structures and pow-
ers and making policy decisions at higher levels at
the same time that the problems and their solutions
have become more complex and difficult to solve.
Definition and Status of Coordinating Structures
Berdahl, lamenting that too often only the negative
aspects of coordination are stressed, cited a statement
made by James L. Miller who asserted that the essential
core function of coordination . . . 'is the development
of a comprehensive state system of education beyond the
high school which will adequately serve the needs of all
the people.
'
Three general types of coordinating structures have
emerged over the past fifteen years and have been in a
constant state of flux: voluntary associations, single
statewide governing boards, and coordinating boards.
Voluntary association (agency) . Although volun-
tary associations gained impetus in the 1940s and 1950s,
they have been characterized as short-lived. Glenny and
Hurst concluded that voluntary associations are usually
^Lyman Glenny and Julie Hurst, "Current Statewide
Planning Structures and Powers,” Statewide Planning
|or
Post secondary Education: I ssues and Design (
Boulder
^
^
National Ce'irter for Education Management Systems,
1971 ) »
p. 20.
^
^Berdahl, ojq. cit_. , p« 26 L.
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formed with, institutional officers, in theory, to allow
for a maximum of institutional autonomy while providing
the minimum coordination necessary for obtaining state
funds. Initially, it could be said that voluntary assoc-
iations were concerned with budgetary preparations and
providing the legislative appropriations; gradually, they
have become concerned with program allocation and plan-
rung.
Glenny and Hurst referred to McConnell as a re-
source for explaining why voluntary associations have
failed. They interpreted McConnell as attributing the
failure to: (l) the propensity of major institutions to
compete with one another and the tendency of u lesser"
institutions to imitate, and (2) the inability to stress
positive goals of 'productive compromise between the
14
values of autonomy and coordination.
'
Those states that started with voluntary associ-
ations have replaced them with statutory agencies of the
coordinating board type. Glenny and Hurst concluded that
"Not only is the trend toward further centralization, but
'1
5
toward better representation of the public interest."
^Glenny and Hurst, op. cit .
,
p. 22
^Glenny and Hurst, loo , cit .
15Ibid.
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Single statewide governing board. . Glenny defined
the statewide governing board as, "A single board which
coordinates and governs all public institutions of higher
learning within a state." The perceptions of Glenny
and Hurst were that "The older and more persistent single
board structure, although more strongly opposed by insti-
tutional officers, is currently gaining favor among polit-
ical leaders because of the growing attitude that higher
17
education must be held accountable to the public."
Glenny, et al.
,
indicated that the reason why poli-
ticians turn to coordination rather than to the central-
ization that would accompany a single statewide governing
agency is ". . . the ease of creating a coordinating board
with certain limited statutory powers without disturbing
long-established institutional governing boards, often
y\ Q
composed of influential citizens."
Berdahl reported nineteen states with consolidated
governing boards, e.g., Alaska, Florida, Idaho, Maine,
19
Montana, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and others.
16Lyman A. Glenny, Autonomy of Public Colleges
(New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, Inc., 1959;, P- 2.
^Glenny and Hurst, ojg. cit .
,
p. 19«
^®GIenny, et_ al .
,
op_. cit .
,
p. 2.
^Berdahl, o£. cit . , p. 3^.
26
Coordinating boards . Glenny described the coor-
dinating board as, "« . . a board empowered to coordinate
and control selected activities of these institutions but
restrained from exercising general governing or adminis-
20trative powers. ..."
Berdahl defined three types of coordinating boards:
1. Ilia. Coordinating boards; institutional majority;
advisory powers
2. Illb. Coordinating board; public majority; advis-
ory powers
3. IIIc. Coordinating board; public majority; regu-
latory powers.
^
With new technology and the implementation of man-
agement information systems on the horizon as a harbinger
for higher education in the future, an agency like the con-
solidated governing board meets only the needs of public
institutions and is not well-equipped to meet the new
demands. Coordinating boards, on the other hand, are rel-
atively easy to establish by statute, and they are more
readily accepted by the institutions on the assumption
that they allow more initiative and more autonomy than a
governing board.
Both Berdahl and the Carnegie Commission have
stressed the significant growth of the regulatory coor-
dinating boards; the number of states possessing
PD
Glenny, o£. cit .
,
p. 2.
2
^Berdahl, o£. cit . , p.
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regulatory coordinating boards jumped from seven in 1964
22to fourteen in 1969. Examples of states operating with
coordinating boards are:
1. Type Ilia. California, Minnesota
2. Type Illb. Washington, Virginia p.
3- Type IIIc. Illinois, Massachusetts.' ^
Recent Trends in Society and in Postsecondary Education
Degree oversold . Grable has remarked that "The
value of the baccalaureate degree has been oversold to the
American people and the young are being encouraged, pres-
24
sured and even forced to obtain that degree at any cost."
Cross referred to a comment by Harnett who observed that
"Young people, it seems will have everything to lose if
25
they don't go to college but little to gain if they do."
We are a credential oriented society, and there are fewer
careers open to the talented without degrees, middle-aged
and older men, women, minorities, and low-income.
22Carnegie Commission, The Capitol and the Campus
(New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, Inc., 1971) , P« 26.
2
^Berdahl, op_. cit .
,
p. 3^*
2
^John Grable, "The Case For Options In and To.
Higher Education," Peabody Journal of Education , (April,
1972), p. 230.
2
^K. Patricia Cross, Beyond The Open Door (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1971), P- 1°5*
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Financial crises . With taxpayers revolting, busi-
nessmen revolting, and alumni threatening to revolt, a
sudden reduction in support for higher education is pre-
cipitating a financial crisis for colleges and univer-
sities. Not only is financial support for higher educa-
tion dwindling but the general public is seriously ques-
tioning the goals and utilitarian value of higher edu-
cation. Moynihan, writing on universal education,
stressed that:
Those seeking to induce the public to pay for univer-
sal higher education should remember that only 11%
of the adult population of the United States gradu-
ated from a four year college, and in 1985 it will
be between 14 and 15%. In other words, 90% of the
American voters may not have values and political
inclination about universal higher education. 20
Institutional politicization . Nyquist warned
against institutional politicization; it may cost us our
future freedom. Nyquist perceived several trends threat-
ening our institutional freedom or autonomy:
1. the rate of technological change and social
change
2. interlocking relationships between educational
institutions and government, military and indus-
trial interests
5. increased erosion of the college president's
power
4. the feeling that society is becoming unglued
and is characterized by rudderlessness.
"Public acceptance," said Nyquist, "is the necessary con-
dition for any privilege, including academic freedom, and
26Daniel P. Moynihan, "On Universal Education," The
Educational Record, 52:1: (Winter, 1972), P- 1°*
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an aroused public will know how to defend its right and
protect its interest with both strength and vigor.
"
2?
Nascent hostility . Hechinger conveyed succinctly
the message of the nascent hostility between the public
and private sectors of higher education; he observed
that "The pie has shrunk, and the public and private sec-
28
tors are once again fighting for the slices." “ The
hostility is exacerbated by the overestimation in the
higher educational enterprise of the extent and duration
of the enrollment boom resulting in overbuilding and aca-
demic over-extension; a reduction of Federal research
funds has left many colleges with tenured, costly fac-
ulties and over-expanded staffs. Hechinger asked the key
question on the issue:
Is it in the nation's interest to perpetuate private
higher education, which may rapidly become an. endan-
gered species except for the few top level universi-
ties with vast prestige and high endowments and some
very low—quality ones that protect the interests of
low-ability children of affluent parents?"^
The investigator concurs with Hechinger' s case re-
garding the continued bifurcation of higher education. He
27Ewald B. Nyquist , "The Role of the College and
University in a Political World," College and University;,
46 (Summer, 1971) , P- 275.
28pred M. Hechinger, "Is Common Action Possible?
Change 4:7: (September, 1972), p. 59*
2
^Ibid.
,
p . 4-1 •
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calls for a joint effort to unite on fundamental issues
of higher education as a prerequisite for survival of
private higher education.
Diversity . Gardner alleged that we are committed
to education for the mass and education for the elite,
and we are committed to do both. We need diversity for
the maximum development of individuals at all levels.
Diversity is the vehicle for achieving quality and excel-
lence at all levels. Gardner advocated the need for
diverse institutions with diverse roles; the investigator
supports Gardner's position that we require diversity for
maximum development of individuals and institutions.
Hefferlin expressed an appreciation for our present di-
lemma in postsecondary education in his assertion that
"... the dominant structural trend of the academic track
of postsecondary education during the past half-century
has not been diversification but isomorphism : /italics in
the original/the increased resemblance of formerly di-
, „30
verse types.
The trends stressed by the investigator are ones
that can be arrested and re-directed into energies of
mutual support and confidence within institutions and
among coordinating boards, institutions, legislatures,
^°Heff erlin, ojd. cit . , p. 34.
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and state government. Glenny, et al
. ,
have recognized
that we cannot ignore:
. . . current corporate patterns of decentraliza-
tion into major and at times competing segments,
especially of corporate conglomerates. In both
industry and higher education, structures of the
coordinating type have proven more flexible, more
adaptive, and more effective in planning than pyr-
midal hierarchies. Thus, no evidence we have ac-
quired shows that single boards will in fact meet
the expectations of the politicians.^
Other views of recent trends . There are other
perspectives relating directly to recent trends and their
effect on statewide coordination. One should keep in
mind that help is usually defined within the context of
the perceptions of those being helped; Harcleroad, on
the topic of centralization for example, observed that:
From the institutional point of view, the main trend
is toward more centralization. From the viewpoint
of the state executive and the state legislature,
however, the development of statewide coordinating
or governing boards moves allocation decision making
from them to a regulatory commission—and definitely
is a decentralizing move. 32
Harcleroad attributed the fundamental change for
the near demise of voluntary coordination and the nas-
cent popularity of statewide coordinating agencies with
regulatory powers to: (1) increasing enrollments, (2) com
petitive struggles between institutions or groups of insti
tutions leading to widespread duplication of educational
^ Glenny, et al . , op « clt . , p. 3
•
^2Fred F. Harcleroad,
sibility For a State System,
"Planning: A Basic Respon-
" Planning for State Systems
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programs, and (3) a depressed financial condition during
the recent economic recession placing special demands for
efficiency and accountability on all public institutions
including colleges and universities.
"The single most significant factor associated
with the growth of higher education in recent decades,"
affirmed Dunlap, "has been the absolute size and the sky-
rocketing rate of the increase. The second most signifi-
cant factor has been the changing character of the student
33body from private to public."
Tickton was less conservative in offering causal
factors for recent trends; rather, he made a quantum leap
into the future and offered two interesting and cogent
predictions about the internal and external state of
postsecondary education in the 1980s:
1. The conversion of a number of private institu-
tions to state-controlled or 'state-related'
S "t £L"t UlS *
2. The development of strong statewide coordinating
boards or statewide systems of higher education
of Post secondary Education (Iowa City: American College
Testing Program, 1973) * P- 1 •
33p. T. Dunlap, "Development and Implementation of
A State Higher Education Plan," Planning for State Systems
of Post secondary Education (Iowa City: American College
Testing Program, 1973), P* 12 .
33
in nearly every state, with influence extending
over all areas of education beyond the high
school, both public and private. 3^
Other implications about the future are discussed
under the section entitled "future challenges."
Roles and Scope of Statewide Coordination and Planning
It is beyond the purpose of this review to ident-
ify and define the vast array of complex relationships
and specific role assignments effectuated in state sys-
tems for the fifty states. There are, however, central
roles and functions cutting across most coordinating
board structures which may be identified and described
within the limitations of this investigation. Central
to any organizational structure are basic ingredients
which constitute the format for operationalizing organ-
izational activities. For the coordinating agency, the
ingredients are power, legal status, and jurisdiction.
Power. The dilemma of power for coordinating
agencies is best expressed by Glenny , et al. , who main-
tained that "The danger of creating a board with insuf-
ficient power is that the public interest will not be
adequately protected; in creating a board with too much
5
^Sidney G. Tickton,
Higher Education in 1980,"
Publishers, 1968), pp. 9-1°
"The Magnitude of American
Campus 1980 (Hew York: Dell
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power, that the necessary autonomy and initiative of the
institutions will be threatened.""^
As minimum powers to legally define and reinforce
the intent to the state to plan and create a comprehensive
system, Glenny, et al
. ,
have proposed the following:
1. to engage in continuous planning, both long-range
and short-range;
2. to acquire information from all postsecondary
institutions and agencies through the establish-
ment of statewide management and data systems;
3. to review and approve new and existing degree
programs, new campuses, extension centers, de-
partments and centers of all public institutions,
and, where substantial state aid is given, of all
private institutions;
4. to review and make recommendations on any and all
facets of both operating and capital budgets and,
when requested by state authorities, present a
consolidated budget for the whole system; and
5. to administer directly or have under its coor-
dinative powers all state scholarship and grant
programs to students , grant programs to nonpub-
lic institutions, and all state-administered
federal grant and aid programs. 56
Selden, writing on the balance of power, asked two
penetrating questions:
Does a single governing board allow for sufficient:
balance and separation of powers? Does a. single gov-
erning board also bend to become more intimately in-
volved in the political operations of the state gov-
ernment? 57
^Glenny, et al. , ojd. cit . , p. 6.
56
57v
Ibid.
,
p. 7
•
-'William K. Selden, "Some Observations on the
rno-pdination of Higher Education at the State Level
,
Coordination and Governance of Higtgr ^
ember ,177
0
,
American Association of State Goileg
and Universities Studies, 197-0, P*
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It appears as if New York State which is considered a
regulatory coordinating hoard with a public majority
elected by the legislature, is being directed toward
consolidated governing board status with very specific
powers emanating from the executive office. Selden
observed that " • . • the analyses of students of coor-
dination seem . to indicate that a governing board with
a single university structure does not provide as much
leadership for flexibility in long-range planning as a
38
coordinating agency." The implication is that it is
better to have the planning and coordinating of higher
education in the hands of a state agency with background
in higher education than in the hands of a disparate and
overburdened agency of the state government.
The investigator concurs with Selden and with the
trepidations expressed by Glenny, et_ al . , that executive
budget offices are much too broad in scope to comprehend
and adequately serve the individual institutions, their
problems, and their needs. The option to an executive
imbalance of power recommended by Glenny , et al. , was
that "Strengthened coordination appears to be the best
way to protect the public interest in higher education
39
with minimum impairment of institutional autonomy.
58Ibid.
^Glenny, et al. , op . cil « •> P«
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Legal status
. To understand the legal status of
coordinating hoards, it is important to review the var-
ious categories utilized for providing coordinating
boards with their power. McNeely, who conducted a sur-
vey for the Office of Education in 1939* grouped boards
into three classes:
1. Constitutional governing boards, including
those having their own origin in or deriving
their powers from the State constitution
2. Incorporated governing boards, including those
created as corporate bodies and deriving cer-
tain powers from the fact of incorporation
3. Nonincorporated statutory governing boards,
including those having their origin in and
deriving their powers from statutes enacted
by the State Legislature .^0
Glenny, et_ al
. ,
have recommended that:
If the coordinating board is given constitutional
status and its powers are amply spelled out (as is
true now only in Oklahoma)
,
problems should not arise
about its mandate to plan and coordinate the state
system of higher education. On the other hand,
statutory authorizations of the powers previously
enumerated are sufficient for statewide coordina-
tion if none of the agencies or institutions to
be coordinated has constitutional powers.
It is further recommended that coordinating boards have:
. . .
institutional exemption from most state pro-
cedural control (for example, pre-audit, central
purchasing, central personnel), which are admin-
istered by state agencies other than the coordin-
ation boards, but only if explicit provisions are
^John H. McNeely, Higher Education Institutions
in the Scheme of State Government (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office , 1939) * P° 5
•
^Glenny, _et_ al . , ojd. cit . , p. 9
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made for statewide coordination of the institutions'
program development .^2
Jurisdiction . The least complex description of
jurisdiction for coordinating hoards might he in the form
of a response to the question: What are the structures
in the state system which are subject to the powers
granted to the coordinating hoard? An ancillary question
to focus the meaning of jurisdiction for coordination
hoards would he to ask: What are the institutional func-
tions which the coordinating hoard must avoid usurping
at all costs? Responses to both questions, obviously,
are relevant only when seen within a selected state
system.
»
# the key jurisdictional issue between the
coordinating hoard and the institutional hoards," main-
tained by Glenny , et al . , "is where to draw the divid-
ing line between their respective powers and responsi-
hilities •
"
In the investigator's opinion, the jurisdictional
issue is central. Once the agency has been
created, the
roles and primary functions defined, the minimum
powers
established, the task of generating a mutual
confidence
between coordinating board and institutions
will rest
essentially on the actions of the coordinating
board m
42Ibid.
43Ibid.
,
p. 12.
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determining how it used its powers over the institutions
in the sub-system. The deeper it penetrates into student
affairs, faculty affairs, selection and appointment at
all institutional levels including the president, plan-
ning of courses or programs and their content, negoti-
ations and contractual relationships with unions repre-
senting institutional personnel and other matters, the
greater the schism will become between institution and
governing board. It is imperative that roles, powers,
functions, and structure of a coordinating board be
clearly mandated and understood by legislature, state
government, institutions, agencies, and other potential
participants
.
Functions of coordinating boards . Implicit in
the enumeration of minimum powers necessary for a coor-
dinating board are the basic functions assigned to the
board. There is agreement within the literature on
statewide coordination that the five minimum powers
enumerated by Glenny, et al . , constitute the essential
primary structure for operation of a coordinating
board.
It is not the investigator's purpose to
provide a de-
tailed description of each function with
guidelines
suggested by the literature; the specific
functions
adopted by each state are highly correlated
with indig-
enous demographic factors, economic
conditions, polit-
ical consensus and other intervening
variables. Nor will
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the investigator attempt, in this review, to delineate a
specific "ideal type" coordinating board which asserts
membership selection, board composition and organiza-
tion, advisory network or staffing requirements. Rec-
ommendations, issues, problems, and future challenges
for statewide coordination and planning are emphasized
later in this study; several "suggested procedures" will
emerge either directly or indirectly.
A typical coordinating board, if one does exist,
has been identified and described by Brouillet ; he af-
firmed that research reveals:
. . . the typical coordinating board is made up of
an average of 12 members, a majority of whom are
public or lay persons. These members serve six-
year overlapping terms. After this brief descrip-
tion the picture becomes cloudy .
^
Planning . The most important function of state-
wide coordination—one that provides the operational
base and guidelines for which all other functions con-
stitute implementing instruments— is planning. The
investigator would be remiss if he failed to devote a
portion of this paper to this most critical aspect of
statewide coordination.
^Frank B. Brouillet, "Basic System Elements
for Effective Coordination," Mew Directions in
Hip;her Education Planning Mid Coordination (Atlant
.
Southern RegioMl Education Board, September, 1970 ),
16.
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Planning, as it is interpreted across organiza-
tional lines, is a vast topic for exploration assuming
new meanings for each different organization examined.
Planning models and systems designs are popular and may
he expected to achieve even greater prominence in the
computer age of new technology and simulation modeling.
"Planning is such an obvious thing to do that
45
one wonders why it is not done," noted Cammack. Some
view planning as a loss of individual freedom but the
investigator questions the motivations of a person who
shares the lost freedom perspective of planning.
Martinko provides the most succinct definition for plan-
ning: "The purpose of planning is to minimize acci-
46
dental change and to maximize intentional change."
Klasson maintained that "A major function of planning
is to reduce the amount of uncertainty associated with
decision alternatives in order that choices will have
47
a good chance of achieving desired outcomes.
^Elwin F. Cammack, "Long Range Planning,"
Institutional Research in the University (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass
,
Inc., 197117 P • 253-
^Martinko, ojd. cit . , p. ii«
^Charles R. Klassen, "Economic Base for Statewide
Systems Planning: The Nature of the Problem," Planni
ng
^
for State Systems of Postsecondary Education (Iowa City.
XmerTcarTCollege”~Testing Program, 197- ) , p. bU.
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Palola, Lehmann, and Blischki advanced a structure for
distinguishing planning according to different time
periods,
. . short-range (one to four years), inter-
mediate-range (five to twenty-five years), and extended
long-range (twenty-six to fifty years) . "To fail to
plan,” avowed Mautz, "is in itself a form of planning in
that our future is determined by default or shaped by
accommodating the conflicting forces of the moment."^
Types of planning
. It is equally important to
distinguish types of planning; Palola, Lehmann, and
Blischke made a clear distinction between quantitative
(means—orient ed) and qualitative (ends-oriented) plan-
ning. The crises in higher education, increased access,
increased demand on state and local treasuries for sup-
port, and the raising of fundamental questions about the
aims and purposes of higher education, have resulted in
quantitative planning. They noted that "... contem-
porary planning at both the statewide and institutional
levels is preoccupied with such problems of logistics
almost to the point of excluding serious consideration
48
Palola, op. cit
.
,
p. 565*
49Robert B. Mautz, "Near, Short- and Long-Term
Planning: Exercises of Reason and Necessity," Planning
for State Systems of Post secondary Education (Iowa
mry— American ColTege Testing Program, 1972)
,
p. 25.
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of qualitative issues. Qualitative planning calls
for the examination of all major policies, definition
of institutional role and mission, continuous planning
and research, and a general sharing of responsibility
by all levels in the institution using a special new
joint committee structure with a timetable for imple-
mentation. Livesey affirmed that one of the dangers
of short-range, quantitative planning, is:
. . . that short-range plans tend to drive out long-
range ones and 'hard' quantitative data to drive out
'soft' qualitative judgments and intuitions. If
planners shrink master plans to include only that
which can be proved, the plans will probably remain
pedestrian extrapolations of existing conditions,
and the opportunity for experimentation and inno-
vation will have been missed. 5^
Who plans . Glenny, e_t al
. ,
have broached the dif-
ficult task of determining just who should perform the
planning function. They do not favor using outside con-
sultants because the resultant plans are not readily
accepted and subsequently implemented by professional
persons in the state. The commission approach is not
especially effective because the commission will not be
the agency with authority to implement the plans.
^Ernest Palola, Timothy Lehman, William R. Blischke,
"Qualitative Planning: Beyond the Numbers Game, The
Research Reporter
,
J: June, 1968), p. 2.
^Berdahl, ojd. cit . , p. 87.
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Rather, they favored the coordinating hoard " in-house"
approach in which the process can he participative,
comprehensive, and continuous. The coordinating hoard
then assumes the responsibility for implementation and
modification; it is seen as the chief resource upon
which the state may rely for leadership in matters
52
upon which institutions and suh-systems disagree.
Research conducted" by Glenny, et al.
,
indicated that
"
. . .
widespread participation in the process hy ex-
perts and citizens produces better plans, creates more
political support for them, and generates broader pub-
lic and institutional understanding and cooperation
53than any other process.”
The Carnegie Commission ascertained that state
planning, coupled with effective coordination, can:
(1) deepen the knowledge and understanding of state
systems, (2) stimulate institutions to engage in more
sophisticated planning at the institutional level,
(3) justify to the legislature and to the public the
need for increases in budgets for higher education and
the institutional differences in budgetary requirements,
(4) facilitate orderly expansion of new campuses
and
^Glenny, et al . , op . cit . , p. 29 •
^Ibid.
,
p. 32.
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programs, and (5) lead to some degree of differentia-
tion in function among public segments .
^
Some deficiencies of planning
. Planning, even
though it has been strongly encouraged by new Federal
legislation, has failed according to Glenny; he alleged
that some central agencies simply do not know what
sound planning is or how to go about it. There is a
reluctance to interfere with institutional operations
by central office staff planners. Poor staffing on
behalf of some central agencies, coupled with the "broker-
age" or negotiated method of coordination has been partly
responsible. Finally, he observed that opposition by
private college associations and the lack of initiative
and general apathy of agencies and their chief executive
officer rusult in a negative attitude toward planning.
The Carnegie Commission added its own critique of state
plans by maintaining that too many of the plans are broad
in scope without reference to state manpower needs or
individual needs over his lifetime. Few of the projec-
tions encompass the whole of post secondary education and
few have explored the possible impact of increases in
tuition levels or the implications of student migration
^Carnegie Commission, op . cit . , p. 51«
^Glenny, ojd. cit .
, pp. 78-79*
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patterns. Like Palola, the Carnegie Commission recog-
nized that state plans have heen too concerned with quan-
titative analysis at the cost of questions about diver-
sity, quality, and flexibility.
Just as statewide planning and statewide coordina-
tion are inextricably bound, planning, implementation,
and re-evaluation are also inseparable. It is sine qua
non that once planning is accomplished, a vehicle is
needed to implement the plan and effectuate an assess-
ment of the means used and the progress made. The
Carnegie Commission noted that once established, plans
are usually considered final and unchangeable; "plan-
ning is most valid," according to the Carnegie Commis-
sion, "in the short run. Intermediate and long-range
planning raises questions about the continuing validity
of the assumptions on which the planning is based."'
Glenny
,
et al
. ,
recommend that every eight to twelve
years out-of-state consultants with some participation
from in—state personnel should be authorized by the leg-
islature to review the state’s planning procedures, the
overall governing structure, and the effectiveness of
57
the coordinating board in its several roles.
^Carnegie Commission, ojd. cit .
,
p. 56.
^Glenny, et al . , o£. cit., p. 59.
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At this point in the paper, the reader should
he familiar with: (1) the historical trends and devel-
opment of statewide coordination and planning, (2) the
various coordinating structures that have emerged in
the past fifteen years, (3) some recent trends in soc-
iety and in postsecondary education and the effect on
the nature and scope of coordinating hoards, and (4) the
general role and scope of statewide coordination and
planning. It might he helpful to reiterate the inves-
tigator's assumptions for this study; they are that:
(1) coordination and planning are desirable, (2) there
is no such thing as "no coordination," and (3) there
is no single pattern of coordination which is approp-
riate for all states or necessarily appropriate for a
single state at all times.
Using section I as a foundation, I will describe
in section II the viewpoints of investigators inform-
ing on statewide coordination and planning in the areas
of: (1) problems and issues of statewide coordination
and planning, and (2) recommendations for improvement
and future challenges for statewide coordination and
planning.
II. A CRITIQUE OF STATEWIDE COORDINATION
AND PLANNING
Issues and Problems in Statewide Coordination
and. Claiming
Lawrence, stressing problems presented by the
Commission on Postsecondary Education in Ontario, agreed
that "'Basically, the problem is how to develop our edu-
cational system in such a way as to be able to provide
both the immediate application of acquired knowledge
and skill, and, at the same time, prepare the individ-
ual for a lifetime of changes—including occupational
changes .'"^8 He is implying that if we continue to
perceive manpower and educational requirements as mutu-
ally supportive and inter-dependent, enforcement of this
relationship will ultimately lead to more stringent and
centralized planning at the cost of infringement on the
individual's freedom of choice. Certification is a
vital link in the relationship between manpower and the
educational system; Lawrence saw this link as, ". . .
probably one of the greatest causes of rigidity and
^8Ben Lawrence, "Issues Related to the Purposes
of Post secondary Education," Statewide Planning
Pnqfqprondarv Education: Issues and Design (Boulder.
National (Jenter for Higher Education Management
Systems,
197D, P. 8.
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inequality in education."^
Problems seem to evolve as a result of two or
more individuals or organizations with, different per-
spectives examining the same set of facts and arriv-
ing at contradictory conclusions. Glenny and Hurst
demonstrate this by recognizing that:
From the view of the state, coordination meant
more effective use of appropriations; from the
view of state colleges, coordination meant a
fairer share of appropriations; and from the view
of state universities, it meant restricting the
state colleges from any encroachment on^their uni-
versity research and graduate programs. 0^
The perspectives in reality, however, are not usually so
compatible.
Educational autonomy . Probably the most frequently
mentioned problem deduced from the review of the litera-
ture was that of institutional autonomy. The problem
shared by all coordinating boards is not unlike that of
most organizations—one of attempting to integrate the
goals of the organization and the goals of the individu-
als within the organization. Argyris, Likert and
McGregor are primary contributors to management theory
which, the investigator believes, is especially adaptive
to the coordinating board dilemma of attempting to serve
institutional goals and legislative goals simultaneously.
5^Ibid.
,
p. 11
o
^Glenny and Hurst, ojd. cit . , p. <Q>»
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A majority of the recommendations and operational guide-
lines suggested by Glenny, et al
. ,
appeared to be sup-
portive of the management theories which advocate "par-
ticipative" management practices.
"The greatest single problem of coordination,"
noted Glenny, "is how to achieve these objectives with-
out destroying the initiative, flexibility and diversity
rsI
of the public institutions." Balderston described the
institutional dilemma as one of perceiving statewide
coordination and planning as another level of validation
where resource allocations will be made on the basis of
comparative cost data without regard to compositional
balance within the institution. "The planning agency,"
noted Balderston, "is likely to think in terms of a
structural role for each institution within a predeter-
mined scheme."62 On the other side, however, the coor-
dinating board confronts a credibility problem.
Balderston affirmed that:
A strong alignment with the institutions makes the
.
coordinating agency their agent and loses its credi-
bility with the state authorities when they want to
61
62,
Glenny, oje. cit .
,
p. 263.
o Frederick E. Balderston, "Statewide Planning and
the Individual Institutions Response," Statewide,
_
Flan
ning for Postsecondary Education : Issue sndDesi^,
'( Boulder : National Genter for Higher Education
Manage-
ment Systems, 1971) > P- 1°9*
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squeeze or intervene in higher education. A strong
alignment with state officialdom not only loses the
agency credibility with higher education institu-
tions but forces it to choose which political fac-
tions to align with and which to accept as oppo-
nents .05
One chief source of confusion about the issue of
institutional autonomy as defined by Berdahl was the
. failure of persons on both sides to recognize
that academic freedom and university autonomy, though
related, are not synonymous and that university-state
relations in the one area may quite properly differ
64from those on the other." He described the distinc-
tion as one of substantive autonomy (state encroachment
into goals, policies, and programs that an institution
has chosen to pursue) and procedural autonomy (tech-
niques selected by the institution to achieve the chosen
goals). "The problem," as seen by Berdahl, "is to deter-
mine which interferences by the state constitute neces -
sary /Italics in the original/ safeguards of the public
interest, which constitute marginal /Italics in the
original/ safeguards of the public interest, and which
constitute actual threats to the essential ingredients
^Ibid.
,
p. 114.
6
^Berdahl, ojd. cit . , p. 5-
of autonomy. . . .,65 Palola predicted that:
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. . . the theoretical problem ... of continually
reassessing the relationship between statewide
needs and the interests of higher education while
insuring a reasonable level of the educational
autonomy of colleges and universities, will stand
as a major source of tension in the future . 66
Berdahl and G-lenny argued that the real choice of insti-
tutions is:
. . .
not between coordination and no coordination
but rather, between effective coordination by an
agency which stands in the no mans land between
the institution and the state government and the
ingestion of coordinating powers into the execu-
tive branch of the government
.
6 /
The investigator is in general agreement with
Berdah.1 and Glenny but the dilemma as perceived by
Weathersby is more appropriately the concept accepted
by the investigator as the real problem; Weathersby
professed that:
... the process of education (campuses, classes,
concerts) serves to get people together, while the
products of education (grades, degrees, acquired
knowledge) splits people apart. Consequently,
educational administrators straddle the dilemma
of retaining the process, which many students (and
radicals) want, without eliminating the products,
which industry, government, and employers desire.
65Ibid.
,
p. 10.
66Palola, o£. cit.
,
p. 5^3-
67
68
,
Glenny and Hurst, op « cit . , p. 38.
-^George B. Weathersby, "Alternative Conceptual
Models of Post secondary Education," Statewide
Planning
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Centralization
. A problem associated with edu-
cational autonomy is that of nascent centralization in
statewide coordinating and planning for postsecondary
education. The Newman Report identified a shift in cen-
tral administration to management techniques in which,
"political safety, rather than educational leadership,
becomes the priority .
"
C"° The report lamented that:
Yet, while coordination, rational planning, and the
elimination of waste are important goals, central-
ization is often pursued in areas where its bene-
fits are illusory. It is difficult to believe
that decisions regarding the choice of a particu-
lar new course at one campus, policies concerning
student newspapers, or rules governing the behavior
of students need to be made centrally except as a
response to political pressures. /L
It would be unfair, however, to indicate that the Newman
Report was completely at odds with centralization. It
was argued in the report that "By serving as a shield
against undue pressure from the legislature and the
Governor, the multicampus system could give new and
71
untried programs a chance to prove themselves."
for Post secondary Education: Issues and Design (Boulder:
TTational Center for Higher Education Management Systems,
197D, P. 68.
^Frank Newman, et_ al.
,
Report on Higher Education
(Washington: U.S. Government Printing’T)f fice , 1 CI/1J,
p. 25.
^°Ibid.
,
p. 26.
^Ibid.
,
p. 27.
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Ness observed that "... when a state-wide
coordinating board decrees that all proposals for major
academic developments in any of the tax-supported insti-
tutions or systems must be submitted to it before they
can be considered by the individual boards of trustees,
72things seem to be even more topsy-turvy
.
A backlash against centralization, however, may
be emerging. In a recent example at Yale University,
special commissions were suggested at a variety of lev-
els for the purpose of obliging the administrators
routinely to explain the reasons for their decisions
to faculty, students, nonprofessional personnel, and
alumni. The danger the investigator perceives is the
coagulating effect of too much dialogue which tends to
produce ossification and paralysis as well as suggest-
ing fiscal implications.
New accountability . The planning and management
issues which stress the "new" accountability—one that
directs attention to efficiency, effectiveness, and
intention—are generating some problems for statewide
coordination and planning. Questions like: What are
you attempting to accomplish?, How will you know when
72Frederic W. Ness, "Campus Governance and
Fiscal Stability," Efficient College Managemen
t (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 11/2;, p. u.
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you have accomplished it?, and How much will it cost
to accomplish? are asked in systems like Planning,
Programming, Budgeting Systems. Planning, Programming,
Budgeting Systems seeks "measurable responses" from the
educational community. Unfortunately, education is
hampered by lack of definable, measurable outputs; it
is inputs, so often, that are measured, e.g., degree
output, faculty workload, Graduate Record Exam scores
for graduates. Weathersby observed that "The trouble
with these alternatives is that they lead ultimately
to norms which are institutionally defined; hence, the
attempt at centralization as currently practiced is
doomed. Lawrence has discovered one of the most sig-
nificant and threatening aspects of the "new" account-
ability; he stressed that "More significantly than any
of the shortcomings or the advantages of these tech-
niques is the purpose to be accomplished in the budget-
ing process, new techniques that may be employed and
the depth of involvement of the legislative body in the
budget process . Planning, Programming, Budgeting
Systems, for example, will allow for the examination of
relatively small program packages. Lawrence said that
^Weathersby
,
ojd. cit .
,
p. 75-
^Lawrence, ojd. cit . , p. 16.
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"New trends in accountability suggest that legislators,
indeed, feel that they want to be involved in the decision
concerning the smaller program packages."
^
Opposing perspectives . A final problem the inves-
tigator perceives focuses on an apparent collision course
set for state systems and institutions. Browne described
the differences between collegiate and state systems;
he indicated that the differences are greater than struc-
tural characteristics. Rather, the differences are in
objectives, perspectives, and activities. He described
the institution as valuing: (1) qualitative assessment,
(2) descriptive data for operations, (3) a concern with
student selection, faculty recruitment, curriculum, and
(4) sensitivity to students, faculty, and alumni. The
state system, on the other hand, is oriented toward:
(1) quantitative assessment, (2) parameter measures,
(3) availability of statewide opportunities, unmet needs,
differential functions among institutions, faculty de-
mand and supply, budget allocation, capital outlay pri-
orities, campus and state relationships, and (4) sensi-
tivity to public pressure, i.e., taxpayer and legisla-
ture.
In terms of ideological differences, the insti-
tution rests in a collegial setting of scholars and
75Ibid.
,
pp. 17-18-
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traditions valuing academic freedom. Institutions exer-
cise executive, legislative, and judicial functions in
the institution. The state system, on the other hand,
resides in a bureaucratic setting with an established
hierarchy and valuing accountability and responsibil-
ity to a central authority. Browne's conclusion is
that this planning trend indicates a lessening of con-
cern for the collegial aspects of policy formulation
and a striving for perspectives which are not insti-
tutionally bound.^ A recent report released by the
Carnegie Commission reported that Browne might be right.
The report concluded that "... faculty members may
succeed students as the activists of the nineteen-
seventies in the continuing conflict over who is to
77govern American colleges and universities." ' The
reasons attributed to this conclusion are the rapid
growth, demands by faculty and students for new roles
in decision-making, and increased efforts by governing
agencies to control and coordinate the system.
^ Arthur D. Browne, "Long-Range Planning in a
State System of Higher Education," Comprehensive Inform-
ation Systems for Statewide Planning m Higher Educa-
tion ," 1971), P- 7.
^New York Times
,
"Faculty Activism Foreseen in
Study," April 22
,
1975, p. 63-
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Recommendations for Improvement of Statewide Coordination
and Planning With Some Future Challenges
Many of the recommendations for the improvement of
statewide coordination and planning center on the topics
of board composition, private colleges, participation on
statewide boards, and the qualitative crises.
Board composition . Glenny, et al.
,
have suggested
that the composition of a coordinating board should con-
sist of a majority of lay citizens uncommitted in higher
education or an institutional agency. Each governing
board under the coordinating board, if possible, should
send one representative. There should be a small staff
for the coordinating board and ad hoc committees should
no
be utilized for planning and policy suggestions.
Dunlap, for example, fearing the trend toward central-
ization of government in the Oklahoma system, decided
to involve a greater number of citizens in the govern-
ment of the state's colleges and universities.
Private institutions . Harcleroad affirmed that
in developing statewide plans, "All of postsecondary
education must be a part of it , including private insti-
tutions, both nonprofit and proprietary, and all types
of career-oriented institutions from area vocational
^Glenny, et_ al . , ojd. cit . , p. 6.
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schools to graduate professional schools. One of
the key challenges to statewide planners,” asserted
Palola, "is to design a strategy that will result in
a program which fully recognizes and endorses the res-
pective roles of the public and private sectors. This
is one of the strongest approaches to the long-term
preservation of a dual system of American higher edu-
80
cation." Balderston concurred with Harcleroad in
advocating participation of all facets of postsecondary
education; he contended that even though the private
institutions do not possess the same reporting obliga-
tions as the public sector, "... the private insti-
tution as well as the public one is affected by state-
wide plans, if in no other way than through the effect
on its potential enrollment and tuition level of the
operations of public institutions which it regards as
its competitors."
81
It should be added that increased
enrollment and budgetary pressures are forcing more par-
ticipation by private institutions in state planning.
Jencks and Riesman noted that "Legislatures sub-
sidize public colleges no matter how bad they are
;
^Harcleroad
,
ojd. cit .
,
pp. 4— 5-
80Palola, o£. cit., p. 105.
81 Balderston, 0£. cit., p. 105-
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private controlled colleges get subsidized only it' they
are good enough to attract private philanthropy on a
large scale. "One of the greatest strengths of
American higher education has been its lack of regu-
. 85lation," observed Jencks and Riesman. The Newman
Report also emphasized the rapid and unnoticed trends
toward centralization; the report noted that:
. . . the problems inherent in the growth of huge,
statewide, public systems of higher education
—
including standardization, the centralization of
decision-making, the stifling of local initiative,
and at the introduction of new political forces
into higher education—have gone almost unnoticed.
Efforts are now under way in almost every state to
formalize the systems, and to develop stronger
coordinating agencies to supervise all of higher
education
—
public and private. 0
State financial support for private institutions
also provides another dimension for statewide systems.
The Carnegie Commission noted that "The private insti-
tution also provides diversity, innovative opportuni-
ties, models of interest in the individual students, and
85
standards of autonomy useful to all higher education.
8
‘ Christopher Jencks, and David Riesman, Tin
Academic Revolution (Garden City: Doubleday Company,
p.
8
'’ibid.
,
p. 290.
8/+Newman
,
et al
.
,
££. cit .
,
p
.
2 5.
88Carnegie Commission, op . cit . , p.
60
Boyd saw another possible alternative for assisting
both the student and the institution. He contended
that the state agency should have, "... one agency
disseminate information concerning the programs, proc-
ess the applicants, determine the need, and adminis-
ter the funds, in addition to communicating the oppor-
tunities and building standardization and equity into
the procedures and award decisions .
"
88
"In my opin-
ion," stressed Boyd, "the basic program of state stu-
dent aid should be administered outside the institu-
tions to remove any element of institutional paternal-
ism to reduce financial influences in choice of insti-
tutions, to relieve institutions of a costly financial
burden, achieve a smaller per unit cost of administra-
tion, and preserve the freedom of college choice and
on
transferability of an award." (
The Carnegie Commission expressed a definitive
recommendation regarding the role of the new coordin-
ating systems
;
it should be recognized that "the new
coordinating systems serve best when they concentrate
86Joseph D. Boyd, "The Role of _ the State Scholar-
ship Program in the State System of Higher Education,"
Comprehensive Information Systems for Statewide Plan-
ning in Hig'her~ducation ~(Iowa City : American College
Testing Corporation, l^/l) , pp.
87Ibid.
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on planning and consultation, rather than on routine
administrative tasks, bureaucratic controls, and de-
88tailed regulation." Balderston offered a suggestion
for those agencies that see a conflict of perspective
between planning and coordinating agencies; he recom-
mended that "... the statewide planning agency faces
an obligation to adopt procedures which will at least
make it possible for the institutions that are affected
by a planning decision to participate in the formula-
tion of the decision as well as to be very clear about
89
the basis for the decision when made."
Participation . A recently released report by
the Carnegie Commission deals with participation of
faculty, students, and alumni in the governance of
higher education. It indicated that faculty members,
students, and alumni be associated with nominating at
least some members of the boards of trustees, but it
said faculty members and students should not serve on
boards of institutions where they are enrolled or em-
ployed. It was interesting to observe that "... aca-
demic policies set by state agencies should be broad and
should not interfere with more specific professional aca-
demic judgments such as faculty appointments, courses Oi
^Carnegie Commission, ojd. cit .
,
p. 3-
^Balderston, ojd. cit . , p. 119.
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study and admission of individual students . "°°
Qualitative crises . Palola has suggested two
improvements to cope with the "qualitative crises." He
advocated, "Models for increased participation in plan-
ning are needed to overcome the alienation between those
91
who are served and those who administer."" He strongly
affirmed that "New techniques must be devised that will
forecast needs, subordinate means to ends, and be res-
92ponsive to change." '
Future challenges . The scope of the next thirty
years will find mankind participating in a series of
changes which collectively are as significant as the
transition from an agricultural to an industrial soci-
ety. To put it another way, the year 2005 will be as
different from 1975 as 1975 is from 18551 The chal-
lenge of the future is perhaps the most exciting aspect
of statewide coordination and planning. If planning in
higher education follows the same piecemeal course it
has for the last fifty years, the future will be barely
acceptable. If, on the other hand, we plan now for the
future by attempting, for example, to discover some
index for measuring the quality of life, the future will
°°
New York Times . loc . cit .
01 Palola, 0£. cit .
,
p. 579.
92Ibid.
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represent the exciting challenge the investigator
expects it to become.
If, as Gores predicted, "By 1980, colleges and
universities will be well on their way to becoming
mostly libraries," we must change many of the assump-
tions which presently are used in making future extrap-
93
olations for higher education. ^ If, as Toffler pre-
dicted, "... the entire antiquated structure of de-
grees, majors and credits will be shambles," long be-
fore the year 2000, we must transform the rhetoric
94
about long-range planning into a reality. If, as
Eurich indicated, many smaller, non-selective liberal
arts colleges fail because of the financial crunch and
local communities transform them into community col-
... 95leges, our planning should reflect that possibility.'
Dunlap appeared to be expecting some changes for
higher education in the 1970s * He noted that the accent
during the sixties was upon growth, and it was diffi-
cult during most of that decade to make a poor judgment
.
The chief problem of the seventies as seen by Dunlap
^Harold B. Gores, "The American Campus-1980,"
Campus - 1980 (New York: Dell Publishing Company, 1968),
p. WT.
9^Aivin Toffler, Future Shock (New York: Random
House, 1970), P« 18.
^Alvin Eurich, "A Twenty-First Century Look at
Higher Education," Higher Education in the Revolutionary
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will be to avoid building excess capacity into the sys-
tem in order to ameliorate the more drastic effects of
the expected downturn in the latter half of the decade.
During the seventies, there also will be a need for
greater cooperation between and among institutions in
the structuring of joint courses and programs, the shar-
ing of resources such as libraries and computers, and
joint planning approaches. There is no question that
the national and state governments will take a larger
role in higher education during the seventies. If insti-
tutions do not prepare a plan for anticipating their own
activities, it is clear that national and state govern-
ments will assume that role. We can no longer afford
the typical "knee-jerk" reaction to the environmental
stresses in higher education.
There are outspoken critics in the nation and
within the educational community who have attempted to
warn us of the critical need for planning. Mautz, for
example, established a ten year plan with a yearly up-
date in the State of Florida called CODE 2000; his CODE
2000 revealed that:
In the past we have tended to judge higher
Decades (Berkeley: McCutchan Company, 1967), PP« ^+3-
^Dunlap, o£. cit .
,
pp. 25-24.
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education from a point of view internal to higher
education. . . . The state of health of institu-
tions of higher education has been determined as
the sum of the states of health of the faculty and
the administration. . . . That state of health has
not only been internally judged,, it has, except for
great bursts such as the land grant act, been the
result of a policy of drift. We must labor to cor-
rect this and in so doing address our planning not
to the short-term question of our current merit,
but the long-term inquiry of future probable merit
in terms of achieving global societal goals, of
helping man to realize the potential which justi-
fies the addition of reason to the arsenal of talent
which God has given to all creatures .97
Hefferlin postulated that: "How skillfully plan-
ners and coordinators carry out their dual responsibili-
ties will, in large part, determine whether postsecond-
ary education in America has grown more diverse and adap-
tive during the 1970s or more uniform and rigid, whether
it simply mirrors the dominant trends in society or be-
comes a model for adapting creatively to them affecting
98
them for the better."
"It would be unfortunate," concluded Jencks and
Riesman, "if America were to abandon this open system
for a closed one in which nobody could establish or main-
tain a college unless he was directly sponsored and con-
trolled by the state, or else began with the enormous
^Mautz, o£. cit «
,
p. 34.
^Hefferlin, ojd. cit . , p. 58
•
private resources needed to compete with top state
institutions in terms of academic reputation."^
op . cit .
,
p. 290.99jencks and Riesman,
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS
OF THE QUANTITATIVE DATA
Opinions are presented and analyzed in this
chapter as they relate to: (1) the relationship of
the research methodology to the questionnaire, (2) the
reactions of respondents to a questionnaire, and (3) lit-
erature informing on statewide coordination and plan-
ning of postsecondary education.
I . RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
HYPOTHESES
A main theme explicated by the investigator's
review of the literature informing on statewide coor-
dination and planning was the difficulty encountered
by a coordinating board in maintaining a balance among:
(1) the interests of the institutions it represents;
(2) the interests of the legislature, which provides
appropriations for the public institutions and for the
coordinating boards; and (3) the interests of state gov-
ernment which interprets the state's needs, recommends
or appoints governing board members, and provides direc-
tion for public postsecondary education. Implied in the
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diversity and complexity of interests manifested by all
three groups was the assumption that their needs are
disparate and, therefore, they should not be expected
to reach consensus on common goals, objectives, roles,
functions, powers, composition, and legal status of a
statewide coordinating board. The hypotheses are de-
signed to identify the specific areas of potential sig-
nificant difference and relationship among the three
groups
.
The only potential intragroup dichotomy which
could be ascertained from the investigator's review of
the literature was a lack of consensus between the inter-
ests of the public and nonpublic institutions. No other
single subgroup distinction was suggested by the review
of the literature.
Intergroup Hypotheses
1. There is no significant difference among ad-
ministrators, selected legislators, and board members in
their orientation to selected issues related to the direc-
tion of higher education;
2. There is no significant difference among ad-
ministrators, selected legislators, and board members in
their orientation to the need, desirability and benefits
of statewide coordination and planning;
3. There is no significant difference among
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administrators, selected legislators, and board members
in their orientation to the type and composition of co-
ordinating board preferred;
4. There is no significant difference among ad-
ministrators, selected legislators, and board members in
their orientation to the powers, jurisdiction, and legal
status of a coordinating board;
5- There is no significant difference among ad-
ministrators, selected legislators, and board members in
their orientation to the functions which a coordinating
board should perform; and
6. There is no significant difference among ad-
ministrators, selected legislators, and board members in
their orientation to selected issues and problems of
coordinating boards.
Intragroup Hypotheses
1. There is no significant difference between
public and nonpublic institutions in their orientation
to: a) selected issues relating to the direction of
higher education; b) the need, desirability, and bene-
fits of statewide coordination and planning; c) the type
and composition of coordinating board preferred; d) the
powers, jurisdiction, and legal status of a coordinating
board; e) the functions which a coordinating board should
perform, and; f) selected issues and problems of
coordin-
ating boards.
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RESEARCH DESIGN
The research problem was to suggest recommenda-
tions for statewide coordination and planning of post-
secondary education in the State of Vermont using infor-
mation derived as a result of: (1) a questionnaire de-
signed for three different groups in the State of Vermont,
(2) a thorough review of the literature informing on
statewide coordination and planning, and (3) an examin-
ation of the trends and present "internal state" of
postsecondary education in the State of Vermont.
The reason for selection of the three resource
groups was that all three groups are likely to be di-
rectly or indirectly involved in planning, implementing,
and re-evaluating a statewide design for coordination
and planning of postsecondary education in the State of
Vermont. A review of the literature and other state
master plans revealed that the three groups selected by
the investigator are ones usually included as a part of
the operational statewide system. Failure to collect
data from any one of the three groups would have served
to diminish the overall chances for acceptance of the
design by the participants, to delay, to perpetually post-
pone implementation, or to generate potentially dysfunc-
tional and energy consuming activities. Consequently,
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the investigator elected to avoid these expected out-
comes hy initially including relevant data from these
participants
.
Most of the analyses were intergroup comparisons
but to avoid possible underanalysis of the data and to
determine potential significant differences and rela-
tionships in the investigation, data were collected as
well for intragroup analysis using the selected inde-
pendent variables. On the premise that attitudes and
beliefs find expression in the form of action or behav-
ior, the investigator selected variables which might be
reflected in the manner and degree of response to the
questionnaire. One, however, must be chary of gener-
ating a causal relationship between variables and res-
ponses using only the data from this investigation.
The vulnerability to causal error, in the investigator's
opinion, did not warrant omission of the variable as a
test for significance and relationship to the investiga-
tion.
A special insert for administrators included in-
stitutional variables gleaned from implied differences
that were suggested by the literature review. Administra-
tor's institutional variables were: (l) institutional
type; (2) offering by level; ( 3 ) degree(s) offered; (4-)
size; (5) type of income; and (6) distribution of
student
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by state residency. Institutional variables will differ
and may be reflected in the responses to the questionnaire
by public and private chief administrative officers.
GROUP IDENTIFICATION
Administrator - The chief administrative officer
of each Vermont postsecondary institution as designated.
The Vermont State Department of Education lists seven
two-year institutions (five private and two public),
sixteen four-year institutions (twelve private and four
public). All institutions possess degree granting priv-
ilege from the State Department of Education. Appendix
B lists the Administrator group.
Legislator - A selected sampling of Vermont legis-
lators from both the Vermont Senate and the Vermont House
of Representatives. A directory for 1973-197^ General
Assembly lists J>0 members of the Vermont Senate and 150
members of the Vermont House of Representatives. Also
included in the Legislator group was a selected number
of chief administrative officers of state agencies.
Legislators and agencies are listed in Appendix C.
Board Member - The Boards of Trustees of the
Vermont State Colleges and the University of Vermont.
Appendix D lists the Board Member group.
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INSTRUMENTATION
A questionnaire was the instrument used to collect
"basic data from the three groups in conjunction with the
Likert Method of Summated Rating.
After a preliminary meeting with Senator Frank
Smallwood, chairman of the Governor's Blue Ribbon Com-
mission on Higher Education, the investigator was asked
to provide the Commission with testimony on his investi-
gation and literature review on statewide coordination
and planning of postsecondary education in the State of
Vermont. With Senator Smallwood as chairman, the Gov-
ernor's Blue Ribbon Commission on Higher Education was
established on June 27, 1973 to study a broad range of
higher education problems in Vermont. The investigator
decided that a good strategy for interfacing his study
with the recommendations of the Commission was to work
closely with the Commission. Consequently, more than
one purpose was served during the testimonial session
with the Commission. The investigator, in conjunction
with the Commission chairman, presented the first draft
of the questionnaire to the Commission members for a
critique. A copy of the letter the investigator sent to
Commission members appears in Appendix H.
Using the revisions suggested by Commission
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members
,
the investigator modified the questionnaire and
sent it to an eight member organization and development
subcommittee of the Commission for pre-testing. The
subcommittee members included a college president, a
college faculty member, a college student, a state sen-
ator, a former state college board of trustees member, a
lawyer, and a member of the Vermont House of Representa-
tives. Appendix I is a facsimile of the letter sent to
the subcommittee.
Subsequent modifications were made to the ques-
tionnaire using comments from the subcommittee and from
the discoveries by the investigator in attempting to
score the instrument. Many of the comments focused on
the problem of the length of the questionnaire . The in-
vestigator shortened the draft after each attempted mod-
ification. The investigator also attended public hear-
ings conducted by the Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission
on Higher Education and heard a draft proposal of the
Commission for statewide planning and coordination of
higher education in Vermont. A copy of the questionnaire
was sent to the Governor of Vermont in anticipation that
he might endorse the investigation. In September, 1°73,
the investigator received a letter of endorsement from
the Governor which was sent with the final questionnaire
to the selected respondents. Appendix E includes the
Governor's letter of endorsement
.
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After a personal consultation with the disserta-
tion committee chairman, the investigator made final
revisions and prepared the questionnaire for mailing to
the selected respondents. Each legislative committee
chairman was phoned to seek his approval for the pro-
cedures that would he used in mailing the questionnaire
and to alert him to the fact that the questionnaires
were forthcoming. The investigator felt it was neces-
sary to personally contact the legislative group be-
cause of the relatively high possibility that the ques-
tionnaire might be disregarded. A final draft of the
questionnaire was sent to all selected respondents on
October 20
,
1973 -
It is well understood that attitudes are not
synonomous with opinions and that there are limitations
to inferring attitudes from expressed opinions. One of
the investigator's assumptions for this investigation
was that the nature of the manifest responses to the
questionnaire is an accurate reflection of the respond-
ents' beliefs and ultimate behaviors. One of the meth-
ods used by psychologists and sociologists to improve the
accuracy of expressed opinions is to ask the respondent
to indicate his degree of agreement or disagreement with
a series of statements about a controversial subject.
^ John W. Best, Research in Education (second
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The Likert method is a technique for accomplishing this
task.
A reason for the initial selection of the Likert
Method of Summated Ratings was that it dispensed with
a panel of Judges which is required of other instruments
like the Thurstone Technique of Scaled Values; the coef-
ficient of correlation between the Likert scale and the
Thurstone scale, however, is + .92 in at least one research
2
study. Not only does it take less time to construct, but
used with a closed type questionnaire, the Likert method
enabled the investigator to quantify the data collected.
The investigator employed the Likert method in a non-
disguised, structured form meaning that accurate informa-
tion was given to the respondent about the purpose of the
questionnaire, but the respondent was restricted in the
responses by the investigator.
The Likert scale is an ordinal measurement which
closely resembles a multiple-choice test with three or
more alternatives for each item and with instructions to
select the one option which best describes the respond-
ent's belief or opinion. Individual items are stated in
either a positive or negative manner and the respondent
edition; Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970),
p. 173.
^Ibid.
,
0£. cit .
,
p. 17^.
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is asked to select one of the three alternatives or
one of five alternatives which are presented in rank
order from best to worst, e.g., strongly agree, agree,
uncertain, disagree, strongly disagree. A scale value
ranging from one to five is used to score each item
and assignment of the point value is made by the inves-
tigator depending on the favorableness of the response
to the attitude the investigator is attempting to as-
sess. Test scores obtained on all the items provide a
measure of the respondent's favorableness toward the
given statement. Some precautions were taken, however,
in designing the questionnaire for scoring using the
Likert scale:
1. The number of favorable and unfavorable
3
statements was made approximately equal;
2. The placement of items was randomized in
order that all favorable items do not appear first. They
proceeded from general, less threatening statements to
more complex and possibly threatening statements. The
questionnaire sequence of statements conformed to the
sequence followed in enumerating the hypotheses tested;
3. If the questionnaire was to be internally
consistent, then all items must measure the same
'
?Ibid.
,
p* 175*
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attitude. The Likert method provided for a pre-testing
of the questionnaire for the purpose of selecting out
those items which did not have a high item to total
correlation.
4. A precaution observed by the investigator
was to avoid making assumptions about the degree of
difference between successive categories, e.g., a score
of ten is greater than a score of five but it is not con-
sidered twice as great.
5. Although the closed and structured type of
opinionnaire has the advantages of being quantifiable
and is considered more scientific for analysis; it pos-
sesses the disadvantages of often failing to reveal
motives or to distinguish shades of meaning. The danger
of introducing ridigity into the investigative procedures
is also present in the structured format. The advantages
of using a standardized opinionnaire, however, outweigh
the disadvantages inherent in the instrument. Sax sup-
ports using a questionnaire versus an interview by ob-
serving that " • • . if we can standardize not only the
form of the items but also the conditions under which
questions will be answered, ... then the advantages
4
are in favor of the questionnaire over the interview."
^Gilbert Sax, Empirical Foundations of Educational
Research (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1969),
p. 215-
6. One must be cognizant of potential "response
error" or the tendency of respondents to overestimate
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the esteemed response to a question. Checking the in-
ternal consistency of respondents was helpful in pre-
cluding the introduction of "response error" bias.
SAMPLING
Representative sampling was not necessary for
Administrators or Board Members. The Administrator
population consisted primarily of chief administrative
officers of the twenty-three institutions of postsec-
ondary education in the State of Vermont approved by the
State Department of Education for degree granting priv-
ileges. The investigator attempted to survey the chief
administrative officer of each institution.
The large number of potential respondents in the
Legislator group, 30 from the Vermont Senate and 150 from
the Vermont House of Representatives, necessitated the
use of selected legislators who were likely to be directly
involved in any statewide coordinating or planning endeav-
ors in the State of Vermont. Consequently, question-
naires were sent to all members of the Vermont Senate
Education Committee and Senate Appropriations Committee,
Vermont House Education Committee , and House Appropria-
tions Committee. Appendix E is the questionnaire that was
mailed to all groups included in the survey.
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If questionnaires were not returned within ten
days, the investigator made follow-up telephone calls.
It was necessary to send another questionnaire to four
respondents who had not received them or lost them before
completion. The phone inventory was directly respon-
sible for adding five more questionnaires to the number
who had already sent them within the timetable presented.
Table I reflects a 65 per cent overall rate of return
with a low rate of return of 60 per cent for the Legis-
lator group. The investigator considers the rate of
return to be good.
DATA COLLECTION
The overall number of usable questionnaires re-
turned for data analysis was sixty (65 per cent) of the
number of distributed questionnaires. Questionnaires
that did not have responses to 25 per cent or more of
the items were not included in the data analysis. The
number of returns pr* Rented by groups ranged from a low
of three-fifths for Legislators to a high of three-
quarters from Board Members. Detailed intragroup returns
are shown in Appendix A.
DATA .ANALYSIS
The use of a parametric statistical test was not
RESULTS
OF
DATA
COLLECTION
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considered, feasible for this investigation primarily
because of the specific requirements about the param-
eters of the population from which the research samples
were drawn, e.g., that observations must be drawn from
normally distributed populations, that populations must
have the same variance, etc. Siegel observed that
"Parametric tests also require that the scores under
analysis result from measurements in the strength of
at least an interval scale. The Likert scale is an
ordinal scale and does not meet the conditions of a para-
metric statistical test.
Non-parametric techniques, on the other hand,
require far fewer assumptions of population data and
enable data which are inherently only classificatory
(in a nominal scale) or in ranks (in an ordinal scale)
to be examined for significance. Although parametric
methods have the advantages of offering more flexibil-
ity to the researcher in analysis of data and are often
more powerful than their non-parametric counterparts,
the non-parametric techniques are easier to compute, can
be used to treat data on nominal or classificatory scales,
and do not require the strong assumptions regarding the
rtnpv Rieeel. Nonparametric Statistics for the
Behavioral Sciences (Newark: T^aw-Hill Book Company,
Inc.
,
l9i?b)
,
p. 3i-
83
nature of the population. 6
To preclude the possibility that one group con-
sisting of six agency heads might provide inadequate
data for analysis, it was necessary to combine agency
heads with other political respondents; consequently,
agency heads were added to the Legislator group. Once
preliminary data was displayed in a contingency table
format using the five point Likert scale
,
it appeared
certain that many observed and expected frequencies
in each cell would be very small or non-existent.
Siegel cautioned the investigator that:
pWhen k is larger than 2 (and thus df>l)
,
the x
test may be used if fewer than 20 per cent of the
cells have an expected frequency of less than 1.
If these requirements are not met by the data in
the form in which they were originally collected,
the researcher must combine adjacent categories in
order to increase the expected frequencies in the
various cells. Only after he had combined cate-
gories to meet the above requirements may he mean-
ingfully apply the x2 test.?
The investigator, by necessity, collapsed the five
points in the Likert scale into three categories of agree,
disagree, and uncertain/no response. Although one may
benefit from collapsing the cells from five to three and
the chances of expected or observed frequencies appear-
ing in the various cells are maximized, the ranking of the
6James W. Popham, Educational Statistics (New York:
Harper and Row Publishers? 1967 )\ p"? 275 •
^Siegel, ojd. cit .
,
p. 110.
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actual data loses its meaning, especially when no res-
ponses and uncertain responses are combined. It was
necessary to return to a nominal scale and a simple
frequency count for analysis of the data. The original
treatment proposed by the investigator was Kruskal-
Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance
; the investigator
abandoned the Kruskal-Wallis because the data were no
longer capable of being ranked in a meaningful fashion.
Siegel points out that "We have no choice among
these tests if our data are in frequencies rather than
scores, i.e., if we have enumeration data, and if the
O
measurement is no stronger than nominal." The chi
square consists of using frequencies in discrete cate-
gories on a nominal scale. It provides for summation of
frequencies by individuals for more reliable testing of
hypotheses
.
Several of the items in the quest ionnnaire con-
sisted of ordering entities according to consensus. One
of the several non-parametric techniques used to measure
the degree of correlation between variables is the Kendall
Coefficient of Concordance o Siegel notes that:
It is useful in determining the agreement among sev-
eral judges or the association among three or more
variables. It has special application in providing
a standard method of ordering entities according to
^Ibid.
,
p. 195 *
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Using a combination of chi square and the Kendall
Coefficient of Concordance on each item in the question-
naire, it was the investigator's finding that those items
for which a treatment was possible, no significant dif-
ference among the groups emerged either at the .01 or .05
level on any single item in the questionnaire. It ap-
peared, therefore, that no significant difference existed
among the independent groups on the issues presented in
the questionnaire. A chi square treatment was not pos-
sible for some items due to a high number of empty cells
in the bivariate tables. Consequently, the investigator
examined different percentages among the groups by in-
spection. Percentages in all tables have been rounded
to the nearest one-hundredth. For the Administrator
respondents, an effort was made to collect data on type
of institutions, size, financial aspects, and enrollment
status. Because the number of Administrator respondents
was small, it was not possible to separate the Adminis-
trator responses into groups and meet the necessary assump-
tions for the use of a chi square analysis.
The remaining value of data analysis among groups,
within groups, and with independent variable analysis
^Ibid
.
,
p. 239 *
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rests with the implications for future alternative strat-
egies which may he used in establishing and implementing
statewide planning and coordination in the State of
Vermont. Chapter IV of this investigation is designed
to identify major findings of the data analysis contrib-
uting to planning and coordination of postsecondary edu-
cation in the State of Vermont.
II. DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIAL BACKGROUND
INFORMATION ABOUT THE RESPONDENTS
Demographic and social data are presented in this
chapter as they describe the characteristics of respond-
ents by sex, political preference, age, level of educa-
tional attainment, and type of college attended. The
educational level of children of respondents was as-
sessed, as well as the type of college the child attended.
A chi square treatment was not attempted by group on
items depicted in the demographic and social data analy-
sis because it was discovered that the small survey size
failed to meet the necessary assumptions.
Although ten of the total respondents (17 per cent)
were female, the Board Member group was the only group
with a substantial percentage of females compared to less
than 10 per cent for Administrator and Legislator groups.
Table II, then, reflects the fact that if sex makes a dif-
ference, it could have an effect only on Board Member
SEX
OF
RESPONDENTS
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responses.
It is clearly shown in Table III that nearly one-
half of all respondents indicated affiliation with the
Democratic party and eighteen respondents (30 per cent)
affirmed a preference for the Republican party. Ten
respondents (17 per cent) selected some other political
affiliation while three respondents (5 per cent) failed
to respond. It is interesting that one-third of the Ad-
ministrator respondents preferred to be classified some-
thing other than Democrat or Republican. One-half of
the Legislator respondents preferred the Democratic
party compared to thirteen Board Member respondents
(62 per cent) who selected affiliation with the Demo-
cratic party. Republican party preference was indica-
ted by two-fifths of the Administrator respondents, less
than one-third of the Legislator respondents and less
than one-quarter of the Board Member respondents.
The distribution of ages among the respondents
in Table IV and Figure 1 was concentrated in two cate-
gories. More than 60 per cent of the total respondents
fell in the two categories 4-5 - 54- and 55 - 64-. Slightly
more than one-fifth of the respondents were under age 44
balanced against just under one-fifth of the respond-
ents who were over age 64. The Administrator respond-
ents boasted a disproportionate number of representatives
in the 25 - 34- age category compared to the other two
POLITICAL
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groups. On the other hand, Legislator respondents had
50 per cent of their respondents in 65 - 74 and 75-and-
over categories compared to 19 per cent in these same
categories from the Board Member respondents and none
from the Administrator respondents.
A wide spread existed among the total respond-
ents in terms of level of educational attainment as
shown in Table V and Figure 2. Eight respondents ( 1
3
per cent) did not possess a college degree of any kind
and 3 psr cent did not complete high school compared to
8 per cent who had no educational attainment beyond
high school. More than 77 per cent of the respondents
possessed some educational attainment in the capacity of
a bachelors degree, graduate study, or a professional
degree beyond four years of college.
As might be expected, the Administrator group
displayed the greatest number of respondents with educa-
tional attainment beyond college. Nearly 30 per cent
of the Legislator respondents did not possess a college
degree compared to 5 per cent of the Board Member respond-
ents. The investigator concluded that the respondents
possessed an unusually high educational level of attain-
10
ment compared to national figures.
10Moynihan, loc . cit .
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Five of seven respondents (72 per cent) who possessed
some college, an associate degree, or a bachelors degree
attended a nonpublic college outside of Vermont. Thir-
teen of twenty-five respondents (52 per cent) who had
some graduate study, a masters degree, or beyond a
masters without a higher degree attended a nonpublic
college outside of Vermont. Five of twenty-five res-
pondents (20 per cent) in this category attended the
University of Vermont and three of twenty-five respond-
ents (12 per cent) attended a nonpublic college in Ver-
mont. Seventeen of twenty-one respondents (80 per cent)
who possessed a Ph.D. or Ed.D., some graduate study
toward a professional degree, or a professional degree
attended a nonpublic college outside of Vermont.
Forty-four of the total respondents (73 per cent)
indicated some response to the type of college their
children attended, now attend, or plan to attend. The
4-4 respondents indicated a cumulative total of 135
children in all categories or an average of 5 children
for each respondent whose child attended, now attends, or
plans to attend college. A total of seventy-three child-
ren (54 per cent) attended, now attend, or will attend a
nonpublic college outside Vermont compared to seventeen
(15 per cent) for a nonpublic college within Vermont.
Twenty-eight children (21 per cent) attended, now attend,
or will attend the University of Vermont and twelve
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children (9 per cent) attended, now attend, or will
%
attend a state college in Vermont.
It would appear that a majority of the children
of respondents (64 per cent) attended, now attend, or
plan to attend a college outside of Vermont, just as a
majority of the parents did for their education. (Tables
VI, VII, VIII, and IX) There was no effort made to
examine the relationship between chronological order of
children and type of college attended.
Summary
i L
Demographic and social data presented in this
chapter, as they describe the characteristics of res-
pondents, are used in the interpretation of the findings
and recommendations presented in this study on statewide
coordination and planning of postsecondary education in
the State of Vermont.
Section III of this chapter contains quantitative
results and analysis of the responses to the question-
naire. The meaning of the findings as they relate to
the hypotheses and the literature informing on statewide
coordinating and planning is discussed in Chapter TV.
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III. ANALYSIS OF THE QUANTITATIVE
DATA IN THE QUESTIONNAIRE
The items in the questionnaire focus on the
respondents' views toward postsecondary education in
the areas of general opinions, organisation and coor-
dination, planning, program review, budget review, and
other special functions of statewide planning and co-
ordination of postsecondary education.
GENERAL OPINIONS
Item 1
The statements presented in Items la, b, and c
offer respondents a choice of options which they believe
best describe how postsecondary education should be de-
fined in the State of Vermont.
Item la). Postsecondary education should be a
birthright open to only those from the upper socioecon-
omic level of society. (Table X)
Universal access to postsecondary education, con-
strued to mean universal attendance in post secondary edu-
cation, is favored by the Carnegie Commission. The Com-
mission recommends that each state plan, "... provide
universal access to its total system, but. not necessaiily
to each of its institutions, since they vary greatly in
102
their nature and purposes." 11
The series of options offered to Vermont respond-
ents in terms of defining postsecondary education was
intended to establish some measure of Vermont respond-
ents' agreement on what appears to be a major shift in
attitudes about postsecondary education from that of an
earned right to more of a guaranteed right. The atti-
tude that college should be an earned right stemmed from
the criteria for college admission based on scholastic
ability and willingness to study hard. College as a
guaranteed right means that anyone who has the desire
and ability to profit from postsecondary education should
be given a chance. Cables X, XI, and XII present the
responses for the Vermont groups.
Although some uncertainty was expressed by one-
quarter of the respondents in Table X, the clear major-
ity of total respond " s— fifty-one (85 par eenO— indi-
cated strong disagi nt with the statement that post-
secondary education -.ould be a birthright. Among all
the respondents only one Board Member (2 per cent ) of
the total survey agreed with the statement; eight respond-
12
cuts (1^ per cent) wore uncertai about the statement.
^
^Carnegie Commission, A v' h.uice to Learn (Now York:
McGraw-Hill
,
March, 1970), p. T 7'.
^ Inasmuch as questionnaire returns having no
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More than 90 per cent of the Administrator and
Board Member respondents disagreed with the opinion that
postsecondary education should be a birthright open to
only those from the upper socioeconomic levels of soci-
ety compared with three-quarters of the Legislator re-
spondents .
Item 1 b) . Postsecondary education should be an
earned right open only to those who have performed well
on school grades, tests, recommendations, and other speci-
fied criteria. (Table XI)
In Table XI there appears to be an even split
among the total respondents on the opinion that post-
secondary education should be an earned right; twenty-
four respondents (40 per cent) expressed agreement and
disagreement on the statement while one-fifth of the
total respondents were uncertain about the statement.
The division among the groups was apparent in
the expressed opinions, as indicated by only one-third
of the Administrator respondents in favor of the opin-
ion that post secondary education should be an earned
right, compared to nine (38 per cent) Legislator re-
spondents and ten (48 per cent) of the Board Member
respondents. Disagreement was most strongly expressed
response to 23 per cent or more of the items were elim-
inated, it was assumed that all items inthe accepted
returns were given thoughtful consideration. Therefore,
an unmarked item was construed to be a response of un-
certainty and was included in that category.
POSTSECONDARY
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-
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by eight (53 per cent) of the Administrator respond-
ents. Ten (42 per cent) of the Legislator respondents
and six (29 per cent) of the Legislator respondents
and six (29 per cent) ot the Board Member respondents
felt that postsecondary education should not be an
earned right.
Uncertainty was expressed by one-fifth of the
Legislator respondents and slightly more than one-fifth
of the Board Member respondents; only two Administrator
respondents (15 per cent) were uncertain about the state-
ment .
Item 1 c) . Postsecondary education should be a
guaranteed right that everyone should have equal access
to postsecondary educational opportunities. (Table XII)
The majority of all respondents in Table XII
—
thirty-eight (63 per cent)— agreed that postsecondary
education should be a guaranteed right and only eleven
respondents (18 per c< nt) disagreed with the statement
or expressed some uncertainty about the statement, re-
sponse to the statement, or failed to respond at all to
the statement.
Nearly three-quarters of the Administrator re-
spondents, two-thirds of the Legislator respondents, and
just over one-half of the Board Member respondents agreed
that postsecondary education should be a guaranteed right.
Very little disagreement was exhibited by the Ad-
ministrator and Legislator respondents to the st \tement
TABLE
XII
POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION
-
A
GUARANTEED
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but six (29 per cent) of the Board Member respondents
did not agree that postsecondary education should be a
guaranteed right or that everyone should have equal access
to postsecondary educational opportunities. It should be
noted that one-fifth of the Legislator respondents and
nearly one-fifth of the Board Member respondents were
uncertain about the statement.
In summary, of the three options asking Vermont
respondents to choose a best definition of postsecondary
education, the division of those who expressed opinions
was one-third more in support of postsecondary education
as a guaranteed right in contrast to postsecondary edu-
cation as an earned right.
In measuring the frequency of disagreement between
two of the options
—
postsecondary education as a guaran-
teed right or as an earned right—it was evident that the
option which was least acceptable was that postsecondary
education should be an earned right; eleven total re-
spondents (18 per cent'' disagreed that postsecondary edu-
cation should be a guaranteed right compared to twenty-
four of the total respondents (40 per cent) who disagreed
that postsecondary education shou.d be an earned right.
Among the groups
,
it appeared that Board Members
exhibited the greatest frequency of support for post-
secondary education as an earned right and the strongest
109
resistance to the notion of postsecondary education as
a guaranteed right; in the same sense, Administrator
respondents expressed the strongest support of post-
secondary education as a guaranteed right and the strong-
est disagreement to postsecondary education as an earned
right. More than two-fifths of the Legislator respond-
ents disagreed with postsecondary education as an earned
right and two-thirds indicated strong support for post-
secondary education as a guaranteed right.
Item 2
The State of Vermont can receive better value
for its dollar than it is presently receiving for post-
secondary education. (Table XIII)
There is a very high degree of consistency among
the groups in Table XIII that the State of Vermont can
receive better value for its dollar than it is presently
receiving for postsecondary education. Forty-seven re-
spondents (78 per cent) supported that statement compared
to six respondents (10 per cent) who disagreed and seven
respondents (12 per cent) who were uncertain about the
statement
.
More than three-quarters of the respondents in
each of the three groups affirmed that the State of Ver-
mong could receive better value for its dollar than it
is presently receiving for postsecondary education. The
Administrator respondents recorded twelve (80 per cent)
VERMONT
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in favor of the statement, which is significant since it
is this group that provides a majority of the services
that constitute postsecondary education in Vermont.
The question fails to define the criteria for
value and it may be speculated that a dearth of meas-
urable data or specified criteria for measuring value
could be responsible for the high number of respondents
in support of the statement that Vermont can receive
better value for its dollar than it is presently receiv-
ing for postsecondary education. It could be concluded,
however, that one's perception of the value of post-
secondary education in Vermont in terms of the present
dollar investment needs strengthening. Better value
must be identified and measured in such a fashion that
it is understood by the lay public and legislators alike.
Public opinion does have clout and Moynihan, perhaps
better than most writers, has presented some very inter-
esting statistical information on universal education.
Moynihan stressed that:
Those seeking to induce the public to pay for uni-
versal higher education should remember that only
11% of the adult population of the United States
graduated from a four year college, and in 1985
it will be between Id and 15%. In other words,
89% of the American voters may not have values and
political inclinations about universal higher edu-
cation. 5
15Moynihan
,
loc
.
cit
.
Item 3
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The choice that faces Vermont's postsecondary edu-
cational institutions in the future is between effective
coordination by a coordinating board or seeing the execu-
tive branch of government assume the coordinating role
for the institutions. (Table XIV) •
Glenny, e_t al
. ,
have affirmed that the number of
options one has in negotiating 'powers desirable' versus
the forces of 'status quo' have become restricted over
time. The choice, according to Glenny, et_ al
. ,
",
. . is
between creating an effective coordinating board with at
least, . .
.
powers or seeing public higher education
•
. • 14mgested into the executive branch of state government."
Table XIV indicates that thirty-three total re-
spondents (55 per cent) preferred coordination by a coor-
dinating board; nearly one-quarter of the respondents
disagreed and one-fifth were uncertain about the state-
ment .
Three-fifths of the Administrator respondents,
one-half of the Legislator respondents, and twelve Board
Member respondents (57 per cent) supported the concept of
coordination by a cooriinating board. The strongest ob-
jection to coordination by a coordinating board, in pref-
erence to seeing the executive branch of government as-
sume the coordinating role for the institutions, was
^Glenny, et^ al_.
,
ojq. cit .
,
p. 7-
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evidenced by the Legislator respondents who had seven
(29 per cent) in disagreement compared to Board Members
who followed with five (24 per cent).
ORGANIZATION AND COORDINATION
Item 4
Vermont respondents were asked to indicate the
type of coordination, if any, that the State of Vermont
should have using four
. options
: (1) no action, (2) vol-
untary statewide coordination, (3) a consolidated gov-
erning board for the University of Vermont and the Ver-
mont State Colleges with no local boards of trustees,
and (4) a statewide coordinating board which does not
replace existing public or nonpublic governing boards.
Depending upon a respondent's choice, he was
asked to complete a subsequent item which contained
statements related only to the type of coordination the
respondent selected. The reader is advised to consult
Appendix E for an exact interpretation of the statement
as it was presented to the individual respondent. The
analysis of the type of coordination selected by indi-
vidual respondents is presented as it relates to the sub-
sequent items in the questionnaire to which the respond-
ent was directed once he made his selection.
Table XV clearly indicated that the choices of no
action or voluntary coordination were viewed as inapprop-
riate actions for the State of Vermont. Only three of
the respondents (13 par cent) favored some kind of in-
formal voluntary coordination for the State of Vermont.
TYPE
OF
COORDINATING
BOARD
OR
VOLUNTARY
ASSOCIATION
THAT
RESPONDENTS
THINK
SHOULD
BE
ESTABLISHED
IN
THE
STATE
OF
VERMONT
A
x
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5.117
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a
df
of
4,
combining
uncertain,
no
action,
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cells,
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in
a
P
which
is
not
significant.
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The majority of respondents in Table XV—forty-
seven (78 per cent)—indicated support for some type of
coordinating board or consolidated governing board. One
consolidated governing board was favored by twenty-seven
of the total respondents (45 per cent) compared to twenty
respondents (35 per cent) who favored some type of coordin-
ating board.
It is interesting that more than one-half of the
Board Member respondents would like one consolidated
boaad replacing existing boards on which they now serve.
Approximately two-fifths of the Legislator respondents
supported the consolidated governing board choice, which
compares favorably to two-fifths of the Administrator
respondents who would elect one consolidated board for
postsecondary education in the State of Vermont.
More Administrator respondents—eight (53 Ver
cent)
—
preferred a coordinating board to one consolidated
governing board, although the difference between the
options is small—three respondents (13 per cent). Only
one respondent (7 per cent) in the Administrator group
felt that no action was needed, and none selected vol-
untary association as a possible option for postsecondary
education in the State of Vermont.
The ranking by group using per cent of respond-
ents who supported some kind of coordinating board was
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Administrator first with 93 per cent, followed by Board
Member with 76 per cent, and Legislator last but with 71
per cent in favor of either a coordinating board or a
consolidated governing board.
Item 5
The three respondents in Table XV who indicated
that no action should be taken with regard to postsec—
ondary education in the State of Vermont were asked toindicate their reason(s) for selecting the no action
option.
The fact that so few of the respondents (9 per
cent) opined that no action was needed is certainly sup-
ported by a majority of the literature informing on state-
wide coordination and planning.
The two Legislator respondents and one Adminis-
trator respondent who concluded that no action was needed
stated that: (1) the State of Vermont did not need ad-
ditional layers of bureaucracy which would be generated
by a coordinating board for postsecondary education, (2)
the need for action has not been demonstrated, and (3) the
University of Vermont would dominate any board that might
be created. None of the reasons given constituted a new
finding that had not been previously avowed or publicly
announced by Legislator, Administrator, or Board Member
group members in the course of their respective occupa-
tional or professional roles in the State of Vermont.
Item 6
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Tlie statements presented, in Items 6a, b, and. c
were answered, by the eight respondents shown in Table XV
who selected voluntary statewide coordination as their
choice for postsecondary education in the State of
Vermont
.
Item 6 a) . Voluntary coordination would allow
for the minimum cooperation necessary to secure state
funds while maintaining individual institutional auton-
omy. (Table XVI)
Slightly less support was affirmed in Table XV
for the option of no action than was expressed by res-
pondents in favor of some type of voluntary statewide
coordination. Eight respondents (13 per cent) considered
voluntary coordination as their preference for postsec-
ondary education in the State of Vermont.
The record of voluntary associations on a national
scale has been one of instability and few accomplishments.
Berdahl listed only two remaining voluntary associations
1
3
in the country—Indiana and Nebraska. Table XVI re-
flects the opinions of eight Vermont respondents to the
theory posited by Glenny and Hurst that voluntary associ-
ations are usually formed with institutional officers to
allow for a maximum of institutional autonomy while pro-
viding the minimum coordination necessary for obtaining
1
3
^Berdahl, 0£. cit . , p. 36.
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state funds. ' A majority of the respondents, five (63
per cent)
,
agreed with the statement and one respondent
(13 per cent) was not in accord with the statement.
Within the groups, three of the respondents (60 per cent)
who agreed with the statement were Board Members; the
remaining two respondents (40 per cent) who agreed with
the statement were from the Legislator group. It is
interesting that no Administrator respondent selected
voluntary coordination as their choice for postsecondary
education in the State of Vermont. A Legislator respond-
ent was the only one who disagreed that voluntary state-
wide coordination allowed for the minimum cooperation
necessary to secure state funds while maintaining indi-
vidual autonomy.
Item 6b) . Voluntary statewide coordination
would result in the loss of mutual confidence among
administrative officers of institutions. (Table XVII)
Voluntary coordination among institutions as a
type of statewide coordination enjoyed early support
from Chambers, Jencks, and others, who perceived them
as preserving institutional autonomy and as a means of
establishing mutual confidence among administrative
officers of institutions. When asked if voluntary
statewide coordination would result in the loss of
16Glenny and Hurst
,
op . c i
t
.
,
p . 22
.
HO
B
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mutual confidence among administrative officers of Ver-
mont institutions, six respondents (75 per cent) in
Table XVII indicated that they did not believe a loss
of mutual confidence would occur. One-half of those who
disagreed with the statement were Board Member respond-
ents and one-half were Legislator respondents. Only
one respondent—a Board Member (15 per cent)—agreed
with the statement.
Item 6 c) . Voluntary coordination would not allow
institutions to present a unified front to the legisla-
ture. (Table XVIII)
Many writers informing on statewide coordination
viewed voluntary coordination as a vehicle for enabling
institutions to present a unified front to the legisla-
ture. Only four respondents (50 per cent)—all repre-
senting the Board Member group—who selected voluntary
statewide coordination expressed any opinion on the
statement as shown in Table XVIII. Agreement that a
unified front would be presented to the legislature was
expressed by one respondent (15 per cent) compared to
three respondents (58 per cent) who expressed disagree-
ment with the statement. All three of the respondents
who disagreed were Board Members. No Legislator respond-
ent elected to express an opinion on the statement.
Item 6 d). The eight respondents in Table XV
who indicated that voluntary statewide coordination
should be established for postsecondary education in Ver-
mont were asked to provide other comments on voluntary
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coordination.
Four respondents (50 per cent)—three Board Mem-
bers and one Legislator
—
presented additional comments
relating to voluntary coordination. One respondent
indicated that he would not respond to any statement
beyond Item 6 d) in this questionnaire. Other comments
by respondents ranged from a concise expression that
institutions should be different and should develop
thinkers and not carbon copies, to a feeling by one
respondent that he could not respond to statements in
this questionnaire item because he did not know the
officers of institutions personally. The investigator
concluded that there was little substantive value gleaned
from the statements provided by respondents on the sub-
ject of statewide voluntary coordination.
Vermont respondents, especially Board Members,
agreed with national findings relative to voluntary
statewide coordination. A majority of respondents
agreed that: (1) voluntary coordination allows for a
maximum of institutional autonomy, while providing a
minimum of cooperation necessary for obtaining state
funds; (2) voluntary coordination is a means of estab-
lishing mutual confidence among administrative officers
of institutions; and (5) voluntary coordination enables
institutions to present a unified front to the legisla-
ture .
125
One advantage of voluntary coordination observed
by Brumbaugh was that "It recognizes the nature of a
college or a university as a developmental arm of soci-
ety rather than as an element in a department of state
17government." It is interesting, however, that the
group most likely to select voluntary coordination—the
institutional representatives—did not believe that vol-
untary coordination was a viable choice for the coordina-
tion of postsecondary education in the State of Vermont.
Item 7
The statements presented in Items 7 a-
•»
b, and c
were answered by the twenty-seven respondents shown in
Table XV who selected a consolidated governing board for
the University of Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges
with no separate or local boards of trustees as their
choice for coordination of postsecondary education in
the State of Vermont.
One of the most significant findings of this
questionnaire was that no less than 71 per cent of any
group favored either one consolidated governing board or
a coordinating board for postsecondary education in the
State of Vermont; Table XV depicts forty-seven of the
1
7
A. J. Brumbaugh, Statewide Planning and Coordin-
ation of Higher Education (Atlanta: Southern Regional
Educational Board, 196^), p. 50.
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total respondents (78 per cent) who indicated support
for some type of consolidated governing board or coor-
dinating board. Even more interesting was the observa-
tion that the group which expressed the strongest senti-
ment for a board of some type was the group that would
most likely be subject to the powers of a consolidated
or coordinating board. Nearly all Administrators (93
per cent) affirmed support of some type of board, fol-
lowed by Board Members with 76 per cent support
,
and
Legislators who indicated 71 per cent favor of either a
consolidated governing board or coordinating board.
One consolidated board for the University of
Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges with no separate
or local boards of trustees was clearly the choice
selected by 45 per cent of the total respondents in the
survey. The choice of one consolidated governing board,
surprisingly, was most popular with the Board Members of
the existing University of Vermont and Vermont State
College's Boards of Trustees. Approximately 40 per cent
of both the Legislator and Administrator respondents
favored one consolidated board for postsecondary educa-
tion in the State of Vermont.
More Administrator respondents—eight (53 per*
cent)
—
preferred a coordinating board compared to six
respondents (40 per cent) who favored one consolidated
governing board, although the difference between the two
options was only two respondents (15 per cent). Only
one respondent (7 per cent) in the Administrator group
felt that no action was needed in the State of Vermont
and no Administrator selected voluntary coordination as
a possible option
State of Vermont.
for postsecondary education in the
Glenny and Hurst have enumerated three main argu-
ments supporting the advantage of a single governing
board. Respondents who selected one single governing
board as their choice of type of coordination for post-
secondary education in Vermont were asked to address
themselves to the statements that: (1) one governing
board is legally capable of effectively unifying the sys-
tem, (2) one governing board does not need to share auth-
ority with other boards, and (3) one governing board has
strong powers to compel implementation of planning pol-
18icy.
Item 7 a) . One consolidated governing board is
unable to effectively unify the system. (Table XIX)
It is apparent that nearly all of the respondents
who indicated the governing board as their choice for the
State of Vermont felt that one governing board would be
able to unify the system; twenty-four of twenty-seven
18Glenny and Hurst, op>. cit . , p. 19
•
Eh
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respondents (89 per cent) disagreed that one governing
board is unable to unify the system effectively.
The group which most strongly supported the capa-
bility of one governing board to unify the system was
the Board Member group, as indicated by 91 per cent who
were in favor of the unifying capability of a governing
board. In the same context, 90 per cent of the Legis-
lator group and 83 per cent of the Administrator group
supported the unification capability of the governing
board.
Item 7 b) . One governing board does not need
to share authority with other boards. (Table XX)
Respondents who selected the consolidated gov-
erning board as their choice—70 per cent—were in favor
of the statement that one governing board does not need
to share authority with other boards. Five respondents
(19 per cent) expressed dissent and three respondents
(11 per cent) were uncertain.
The Legislator respondent group was the only group
which failed to show at least 80 per cent in support of
the statement within the groups. Only five of the Legis-
lator respondents (50 per cent) agreed, and two respond-
ents (20 per cent) were uncertain about the statement.
None of the Administrator group expressed disa-
greement with the statement ; Legislators and Board Members
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registered, some disagreement—30 per cent and 18 per cent
respectively.
Item 7 c)
.
_
One single governing board has strong
powers to compel implementing planning policy. (Table XXI)
No disagreement was expressed by any respondent on
the statement that one governing board has strong powers
to compel implementation of planning policy. Only one
respondent (14 per cent) was uncertain about the state-
ment .
All of Administrator and Board Member respondents
and 90 per cent of the Legislator respondents who selected
one consolidated governing board as their choice for post-
secondary education in the State of Vermont agreed that
a single governing board has strong powers to compel im-
plementation of planning policy.
In summary, there is strong agreement among those
who elected a single governing board as their choice for
postsecondary education in the State of Vermont in re-
gard to the three advantages of a governing board postu-
lated by Glenny and Hurst. The most significant advan-
tage of one governing board, according to Vermont res-
pondents, was that one governing board has strong powers
to compel implementation of planning policy. The state-
ment that one governing board is able to effectively
unify the system was also highly acceptable to Vermont
respondents in the survey. Upon consideration of the
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statement that one governing hoard does not need to
share authority with other hoards, more than 80 per cent
of the Administrator and Board Member respondents evi-
denced support for the statement. On the other hand, only
one—half of the Legislator respondents recorded agreement
with the statement. One might conclude, then, that Leg-
islator respondents appear to he more sensitive to
shared authority of hoards than Administrator or Board
Member respondents in this survey.
Item 7d) . The twenty-seven respondents in Table
XV who indicated that the State of Vermont should con-
sider a consolidated governing hoard were asked to pro-
vide other comments on their choice of a consolidated
governing hoard.
Many of the comments provided by Legislator res-
pondents focused on general statements emphasizing the
relative importance of the spirit of an organization con-
trasted with the actual organizational structures. There
were statements of concern for the dilution of Board Mem-
ber quality if hoards were combined, as well as comments
stressing the advantage of reducing duplicate courses
and programs among institutions. The few comments from
respondents other than Legislators reflected an interest
in local advisory councils for each institution; alter-
natives such as independent operation of institutions,
each with its own separate hoard; and, again, a ques-
tioning of the ability of the State of Vermont to support
six competing state supported institutions, each with
many overlapping tasks and functions.
Despite the rather impressive concurrence of Ver-
mont respondents for the single governing board, Glenny
and Hurst have warned that:
In practice, researchers on planning and coordinating
have found that the single board is no more effective
in coordinating, conserving resources, controlling
programs, or in other operations than is the coordin-
ating board. Moreover, it has proven less capable
of developing and effecting long-range master plan-
ning policies than coordinating boards.
Glenny, et_ al
. ,
seemed to feel that the reason why
politicians turn to coordination rather than to the cen-
tralization that would accompany a single statewide gov-
erning board is, " . . . the ease of creating a coordina-
ting board with certain limited statutory powers without
disturbing long-established institutional governing
20boards, often composed of influential citizens."
There is by no means unanimity among those inform-
ing on the literature in the special area of the ideal
type of coordinating board. Harcleroad would not assess
the political mood as one favoring the coordinating
board over the governing board; his judgment differs
from Glenny, et al. Harcleroad maintains that "The push
for more statewide governing boards and stronger
^Ibid
.
,
p. 23.
^Glenny, et_ a_l
. ,
op_. cit .
,
p. 2.
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coordinating commissions clearly demonstrates public and
legislative desire for agencies which can be held respon-
sible for effective functioning of total statewide post-
secondary education systems." 21
Judging by the absence of strong support from the
legislator respondents in this survey that one governing
board would not need to share authority with other boards
,
it appears that Vermont Legislators are not heavily sup-
portive of Harcleroad's conclusions that there is a push
for one all-powerful governing board which can be held
responsible for effective functioning of total statewide
postsecondary education systems.
Item 8
The statements presented in Items 8 a, b, c, and
d were answered by the twenty respondents shown in
Table XV who indicated that Vermont should consider a
statewide coordinating board which does not replace exist-
ing University of Vermont, Vermont State Colleges, or
other institutional governing boards.
Glenny, et al., reflected a strong bias in favor
of coordinating boards; they maintained that:
The coordinating board has one great paramount advan-
tage over a statewide governing board for the public
21 Harcleroad, ojd. cit .
,
p. 3.
156
H
w
9
CQ
Cl
TOTAL
-P
<DO
P
(U
n
.
o
o-
O
K\
20
100
p
P
CD
I
4 CO
Ph
9
w
o S
cp s
Per
Cent
80 20 OoV
LA
Number
‘
4 V
LEGISLATOR
Number
Per
Cent K\
4"
O-
lA
OO
s
-
CNt-A 4
-p
pi
CD
o O CO hA V-
EH CO V O
5j P V"w CD
EH Ph
UJM
pH CD
P O- T" 00P 0
<*! dS
PiW •H CD
CQ cti CD
^5 -P P
o CD P to 1—
1
Ph CD CD CTj aj
CQ P O W -P
pq £>0 Pi •H OS <1 {=> Q EH
137
systems
. .
That is its ability to act as an umbrella
under which a variety of other institutions, agencies
commissions, and councils relating to higher educa-
tion may be placed for state coordination. 1 *
Table XV clearly shows that twenty of sixty Vermont
respondents (33 per cent) indicated support for the estab-
lishment of a statewide coordinating board. As previ-
ously noted, the Administrator respondents rendered the
greatest support among the groups for a coordinating
board. The eight respondents (53 per cent) elected a
coordinating board as their choice for postsecondary edu-
cation in Vermont. Legislator respondents were second
with ten (29 per cent), and Board Member respondents
last with only five (24 per cent).
Item 8 a) . Agencies like the Vermont Student As-
sistance Corporation (VSAC) may be placed under a coor-
dinating board. (Table XXII)
Vermont respondents were asked to indicate whether
agencies like the Vermont Student Assistance Corporation,
Vermont's state scholarship organization, should be placed
under the control of a coordinating board. Fourteen res-
pondents (70 per cent) agreed that VSAC should be placed
under a coordinating board; six respondents (30 per cent)
did not concur.
The frequency of agreement within the Administrator
group was particularly revealing on this statement. Seven
PP
^Glenny, e_t ad.
,
op.. cit .
,
p. 34.
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Administrator respondents (88 per cent) supported the
statement, compared to three Legislator respondents (45
per cent), and four Board Member respondents (80 per
cent). It was especially interesting that support from
both Administrators and Board Members was 80 per cent
in favor of placing the Vermont Student Assistance Cor-
poration under a coordinating board compared to 45 per
cent from the Legislator group.
It would appear that there was adequate support
in the eyes of Vermont respondents for bringing the Ver-
mont Student Assistance Corporation under a coordinating
board rather than allowing it to operate independently.
Item 8 b) . Federal demands for representatives
from all of postsecondary education are satisfied with
a coordinating board. (Table XXIII)
One other advantage of a coordinating board cited
by Glenny is that Federal demands (guidelines) for rep-
resentation from all segments of postsecondary education,
including the state scholarship agencies, are satisfied
under a coordinating board structure.
Even though eleven of twenty respondents (55 per
cent in Table XXIII agreed that the coordinating board
satisfied the demands for representation, there were six
respondents (50 per cent) who expressed uncertainty
about the statement. The investigator concluded that the
wording of the statement or a lack of awareness of
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Federal requirements appeared to evoke equivocation on
behalf of the Legislator and Board Member respondents,
which could be directly responsible for the absence of
responses in support of or in opposition to the state-
ment .
The strength of agreement was approximately the
same in all three groups—three Board Members (60 per
cent), four Administrators (50 per cent) and four Leg-
islators (57 per cent) agreed that Federal demands for
representation from all of postsecondary education are
satisfied with a coordinating board. It was interesting
for the investigator to discover that all four Admin-
istrators who supported the statement were representa-
tive of the nonpublic sector in Vermont.
Item 8 c). Coordinating boards are difficult to
establish. (Table XXIV)
Glenny's conclusion that coordinating boards are
relatively easy to establish was not confirmed by res-
ponses from the Vermont groups.
Fourteen of the Vermont respondents (70 per cent)
who selected a coordinating board as the best mechanism
for coordinating postsecondary education in the State of
Vermont agreed that a coordinating board would be diffi-
cult to establish; six respondents (30 per cent) disagreed.
Administrator respondents numbered seven (88 per
cent) and Board Members numbered four (80 per cent) in
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support of the statement that coordinating boards are
difficult to establish. It is interesting, however,
that only three Legislators (43 per cent) considered
that coordinating boards are difficult to establish.
Four of the Legislator respondents (57 per cent) clearly
indicated that coordinating boards are not difficult to
establish.
Although a chi square treatment on Item 8c) was
not possible because of the high number of cells in the
contingency table with an expected frequency of less
than five, it can be determined by inspection of the per-
centages that a clear difference exists among the groups
in terms of their opinions about the ease of establishing
a coordinating board. Most coordinating boards are es-
tablished by legislative statute, and the only group in
this survey that appeared to agree that coordinating
boards are relatively easy to establish is the Legisla-
tor group—the group with statutory authority to enact
legislation which might establish a coordinating board.
Item 8 d) . Coordinating boards are not more
readily accepted by institutions. (Table XXV)
There would be some difficulty in assessing the
Vermont respondents' opinion to Glenny's conviction that
coordinating boards are more readily acceptable to the
institutions on the assumption that they allow more ini-
tiative and more autonomy than a single governing board.
COORDINATING
BOARDS
ARE
NOT
MORE
READILY
ACCEPTED
BY
INSTITUTIONS
144
Veimont respondents who elected the coordinating
board as the best option for postsecondary education in
the State of Vermont could not clearly agree on whether
or not institutions more readily accept a coordinating
board over any other type of similar coordinating mech-
anism. Nine respondents (45 per cent) favored the state-
ment that coordinating boards are not more readily ac-
<
cepted by institutions, while six respondents (30 per
cent) did not concur with the statement. Five of the
respondents (25 per cent) were uncertain about the state-
ment .
Legislator respondents most heavily favored the
concept of institutional acceptability of a coordinating
board as indicated by four respondents (57 per cent) in
support of the statement compared to two Board Members
(40 per cent), and only three Administrator respondents
(38 per cent) against the statement. It should be noted
that four Legislator respondents (50 per cent) disagreed
with the concept of institutional acceptability of a coor-
dinating board.
Because of the number of uncertain responses among
the groups—five respondents (25 per cent)—the investi-
gator concluded that the statement may not have been
clearly understood or there may have b'een some ambiguity
in the term "readily accepted."
, .
^tem_8e_}_. The twenty respondents in Table XV
nnn^H?
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2^ted
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^&ny of the comments made by Administrator and
Legislator respondents were very precise. Two spec-
ific suggestions expressed by Administrator and Legislator
respondents included the advocacy of a Commission of High-
er Education and an "outside board necessary to provide
difficult types of postsecondary education, e.g., voca-
tional .
"
No mention was made by respondents that a coor-
dinating board would be able to meet the needs of diverse
institutions; whereas, the consolidated governing board
has been criticized because it purports to meet the needs
of public institutions only and it is not well equipped
to meet new demands for serving all elements of post-
secondary education.
Item 9
It is not possible for a coordinating board to
serve the interest of postsecondary education and the
interest of the governor and the legislature at the
same time while holding the confidence of all parties.
(Table XXVI)
A dilemma encountered by a coordinating board
comprises the pivotal point for the question of whether it
EHH
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is possible for a coordinating board to serve the interest
of postsecondary education and the interest of the gover-
nor and the legislature simultaneously, while holding the
confidence of all parties. Operating as a middleman and
constantly charged with the responsibility for rendering
a delicate balance between postsecondary education and
state government, while attempting to retain the confi-
dence of both, the coordinating board must strive to as-
certain an appropriate balance between strength and weak-
ness and between the interests of the State of Vermont
and of the institutions.
It was somewhat of a surprise to learn that thirty-
five of the total respondents (58 per cent) disagreed with
the statement. One-fourth of the total respondents agreed
that it was not possible for a coordinating board to
serve the interests of postsecondary education, the gov-
ernor, and the legislature at the same time and still
maintain some degree of confidence among all parties.
Support for the opinion that all parties could
work together and be equally served by a coordinating
board was strongest within the Legislator group, with
sixteen respondents (67 per cent) in favor of the opin-
ion. Slightly more than one-half of the Administrator
and one-half of the Board Member respondents supported
the feasibility of all parties working together under a
148
coordinating board.
More of the Administrator respondents
—one third
admitted that the interests of postsecondary education,
the governor
,
and the legislature could not all be
served at the same time while holding the confidence of
all parties. Only five Legislator respondents (21 per
cent) and five of the Board Member respondents (24 per
cent) agreed with the statement.
It would appear that there is information to sup-
port Legislator acceptability that a coordinating board
could satisfactorily serve their interests along with the
interests of post secondary education. Apparently, Admin-
istrator and Board Member respondents are divided on
their support for the fact that the interests of all
parties could be served.
Selden portrayed the difficulty of the middle-
man position for a coordinating board when he maintained
that
:
There are those who believe that the commissions
should be advocates for higher education, and of
these individuals some believe that the commissions
should be advocates only for public higher education.
Others believe that the commissions should operate
only as though they were administrative agencies of
the state governments. Still others believe that the
commissions should serve as intermediaries, inter-
preting to the various parties the interests, need^and
goals of each party, whatever the issues might be.^-;
23
'Selden, 0£. cit . , p. 4.
149
There seems to be some support from the Vermont
respondents for a coordinating board that would serve
in the intermediary role mentioned by Selden, interpret-
ing to postsecondary education, the governor, and the
legislature the needs and goals of each party, whatever
the issues might be.
Item 10
Brumbaugh listed what might be termed ideal bene-
fits which could be generated as a result of the presence
of a coordinating board. Several of the benefits listed
by Brumbaugh were presented to Vermont respondents in
order that they might express their opinions relative
to the acceptability of the items.
Item 10 a) . A coordinating board would increase
tensions among institutions. (Table XXVII)
Brumbaugh maintained that the presence of a coor-
dinating board in the state would serve to reduce ten-
24
sions among the institutions. However, there appeared
to be a strong degree of compatibility among the groups
in their response to the possibility that increased
tensions among institutions might result from the pres-
ence of a coordinating board. Thirty-one respondents
(52 per cent) of the total respondents did not think that
24Brumbaugh, ojg. cit
. ,
p. 31-
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a coordinating board would increase tensions among the
institutions, but seventeen respondents (28 per cent)
clearly agreed with the statement. One-fifth of the
total respondents were uncertain.
Within each of the individual groups, just over
one-half of each group disagreed that a coordinating
board would increase tensions. On the other hand, only
three respondents (20 per cent) in the Administrator
group and six Board Member respondents (29 per cent)
agreed with the statement. One-third of the Legislator
respondents agreed that a coordinating board would in-
crease tensions among institutions. Among the respond-
ent groups the Legislators saw the greatest possibility
of a coordinating board increasing tensions among insti-
tutions. Institutions, as depicted by Administrator
responses, on the other hand, seemed to express less
anxiety than the other groups about the imposition of a
coordination board and the resultant increased tensions
that might occur among the institutions.
Item 10 b) . A coordinating board would focus
public attention on individual institutions rather than
on a system of postsecondary education. (Table XXVIII)
A clear majority of the total respondents—forty-
two (70 per cent)—disagreed that a coordinating board
would focus attention on individual institutions rather
than on a system. Only nine respondents (15 per cent)
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agreed with the statement and an equal number appeared to
be uncertain about the statement.
The most intense disagreement within the groups
of respondents was within the Administrator group. Twelve
Administrator respondents (80 per cent) disagreed with
the statement. Both the Legislator and Board Member res-
pondents expressed a comparable intensity of disagree-
ment with the statement, i.e., (67 per cent).
The degree of agreement that a coordinating board
would focus public attention on individual institutions
rather than on a system of postsecondary education was
the same for the Administrator and Legislator respond-
ents
— (20 per cent). A much smaller number of Board Mem-
ber respondents—one (5 per cent)—indicated agreement
with the statement. It appears that a high number of
Board Member respondents—six (29 per cent)—were uncer-
tain. A clear majority of Vermont respondents, especially
Administrator respondents, agreed with Brumbaugh's con-
tention that a coordinating board would focus attention
not on individual institutions but on a system of post-
secondary education.
^
Item 10 c) . A coordinating board would result in
a more unfavorable disposition of legislators and state
officers toward postsecondary education than was true
25Ibid.
before the coordinating board was established.(Table XXIX).
There is some uncertainty about the level of under-
standing of the statement, as indicated by one-fourth of
the respondents who were uncertain about the statement.
However, thirty-three (55 per cent) of the total res-
pondents did not feel that a coordinating board would
result in a more unfavorable disposition of legislator
and state officers toward postsecondary education than
was true before the coordinating board was established.
Twelve respondents (20 per cent) agreed with the state-
ment .
All groups had at least one-half of the respond-
ents who disagreed with the statement. Legislator res-
pondents expressed the most uncertainty as reflected by
one-third who indicated uncertainty about the statement.
One might conclude that the statement was not
clearly understandable to approximately one-quarter of
the total respondents but, more directly, to one-third
of the Legislator respondents who were uncertain about
the statement. Brumbaugh, commenting on the benefits of
statewide coordination, suggested that legislators and
state officers are more favorable toward postsecondary
education than was true before the coordinating board
was established.^
26Ibid.
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in
On the question that a coordinating board would
result m institutions becoming less financially stable,
a very strong disagreement was registered by the Vermont
respondents. Forty-five respondents (three-quarters) dis-
agreed with the statement. Only five of the total res-
pondents (8 per cent) expressed agreement, while ten res-
pondents (17 per cent) indicated some uncertainty about
the statement.
Administrator respondents—twelve (80 per cent)—
—
and Board Member respondents—seventeen (81 per cent)—
were strongest in their disagreement with the statement.
Sixteen Legislator respondents (67 per cent) disagreed.
No more than two respondents in any one of the groups
expressed agreement with the statement. In comparing
all groups, it was the Legislators who appeared to have
the most difficulty in responding to the statement as
indicated by one-quarter who indicated some uncertainty.
Brumbaugh affirms that institutions sire better off finan-
cially under the direction of a coordinating board.
A
majority of the Vermont respondents would agree with
Brumbaugh on the question that institutions do not become
27Ibid.
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less financially stable under
Item 10 e)
. A coordin
a coordinating board.
increase
A major benefit of a coordinating board maintained
by Brumbaugh, the Carnegie Commission, and others was
that a coordinating board would decrease competition
among institutions for funds. 28 It is interesting that
just over one-half of the total respondents
—thirty-one
(52 per cent)—felt that a coordinating board would not
increase competition for funds among the institutions.
Twelve respondents (20 per cent) agreed with the state-
ment. Surprisingly, seventeen respomdents (28 per cent)
were uncertain; one-third of the Administrator respond-
ents evidenced clear uncertainty
,
compared to one—quarter
of the Legislator respondents and six of the Board Member
respondents (29 per cent).
Administrator and Legislator respondents expressed
about the same degree of agreement with the feeling that
increased competition for funds among institutions would
result from the presence of a coordinating board; four
Board Member respondents (29 per cent) agreed with the
statement
.
A significant number of Administrator respondents
28 .
Ibid.
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(one-third), Legislator respondents (25 per cent), and
Board Member respondents (29 per cent) expressed uncer-
tainty as to the possibility of increased competition
with the presence of a coordinating board. This would
seem to warrant closer examination of the entire Item
10 series of statements. It would appear that there is
a need to develop strategies in the State of Vermont to
increase the awareness of and confidence in the expected
benefits of a coordinating board among the Administrator,
Legislator and Board Member groups.
To summarize the Vermont responses to the state-
ments listing benefits of a coordinating board, it is
apparent that very little strong opinion exists in favor
of or against coordinating board benefits. More signifi-
cant is the high level of uncertainty exhibited by many
of the respondents. The Legislator respondents expressed
uncertainty most consistently.
Item 11
A coordinating board for the State of Vermont
should be given: (1) constitutional status, (2) statu-
tory status, or (3) incorporation status. (Table XXXII).
The legal status that a state might assign to a co-
ordinating board encompasses one of three possible alter-
natives listed by McNeely in 1959- (1) constitutional,
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(2) statutory, and (3) incorporation/'^ Forty-four coor-
dinating and govorning boards were cr©at©d by rsgular
state statute observed Berdahl. 50 He added that "Only
two states have given constitutional status to their
coordinating agencies: Oklahoma in 1941 to its coordin-
ating board and Georgia in 1953 to its consolidated gov-
31ernmg board."'
Vermont respondents clearly favor statutory status
for any coordinating board that might be established in
the State of Vermont. Forty-two of the total respondents
(70 per cent) favored the statutory status option as com-
pared to eight respondents (13 per cent) who advocated
constitutional status and two respondents (3 per cent) in
support of incorporation status. Eight respondents (13
per cent) were uncertain.
No single group deviated from the general expres-
sion of support for the statutory status option; each
group's support was nearly 70 per cent. Three Adminis-
trator respondents (20 per cent) representing nonpublic
Vermont institutions and three Board Member respondents
(14 per cent) indicated some support for constitutional
^McNeely
,
ojd. cit
. , p. 5*
^°Berdahl, 0£. cit .
,
p. 23.
^ Ibid.
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status, but only two Legislator respondents (8 per cent)
clearly favored constitutional status for a coordinating
board.
Item 12
A coordinating board for Vermont should have reg-
ulatory rather than advisory powers specifically limited
by statute. (Table XXXIII)
Although the once unresolved issue centering on
advisory versus regulatory coordination appears to have
been resolved, as indicated by the fact that only two
voluntary agencies still prevail in the country, Vermont
respondents were given the opportunity to express an opin-
. 32ion on the issue.
Eorty-one of the total respondents (68 per cent)
agreed that a coordinating board for Vermont should have
regulatory rather than advisory powers specifically lim-
ited by statute, while nine respondents (15 per cent)
expressed disagreement with the statement.
It was interesting, however, that the group which
would be subject to regulation---Administrator respond-
ents—indicated the greatest support of a coordinating
board to regulate institutions within the powers specif-
ically limited by statute. Eleven Administrators (7t P PL
cent) agreed with the statement advocating regulatory
^Glenny and Hurst, ojd. cit . , p. 23-
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powers over advisory powers for a coordinating board.
Legislator or Board Member respondents indicated approx-
imately the same intensity of support for the statement,
with two-thirds of each group calling for regulatory
powers
.
The most intense disagreement among the groups
was expressed by Board Member respondents. Five (24 per
cent) supported advisory powers for a coordinating board.
One-fifth of the Administrators and a similar percentage
of Legislators indicated uncertainty about the statement.
It seems quite clear that all Vermont groups would like
to see regulatory powers given to a coordinating board
except as those powers may be limited by statute.
Item 13
Both the governor and the legislature would be
willing to give important powers to a coordinating board
composed primarily of institutional representatives.
(Table XXXIV)
Once the issue of whether a coordinating board
should be given regulatory or advisory powers has been
resolved, yet another question emerges relating to how
much power a coordinating board should be given. Appar-
ently, Vermont respondents who were quick to favor sup-
port for regulatory powers for a coordinating board
were much less certain about the amount of power a coor-
dinating board should possess if the coordinating board
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was composed primarily of institutional representatives.
There appeared to be no clear indication of support (or
lack of support) among the groups in response to the
powers the governor and the legislature might give to
a coordinating board composed primarily of institutional
or agency representatives. Twenty-eight respondents (47
per cent) disagreed with the statement, eighteen respond-
ents (30 per cent) agreed and fourteen respondents (23
per cent) were uncertain about the statement.
The Administrator respondents split—six (40 per
cent) in favor and six (40 per cent) not in accord with
the statement. Board Member respondents expressed fairly
strong disagreement with the statement as indicated by
nine (43 per cent) who were against and only four (19 per
cent) in favor of the statement. Board Member respond-
ents also indicated the largest number and percentage
(38 per cent) of respondents among the groups who expressed
uncertainty.
The Legislator group which contained legislators
and staff of the executive office of the governor expressed
the strongest disagreement with the statement as evidenced
by thirteen respondents (54- per cent) who felt that the
legislature and the governor would not give important
powers to a coordinating board composed primarily of in-
stitutional and agency representatives. Only one-third
168
of the Legislator respondents agreed with the statement.
A consensus of the investigators informing on
statewide coordination indicated agreement with the
assertion by Glenny and Hurst that:
The amount and range of power to be given coordin-boar
^
s re
?
ai
fs a matter of controversy in moststates, but we do know that state governments are
reluctant to give significant powers to boards com-posed primarily of institutional representatives
and, instead, delegate increasing powers to boards
composed of at least a majority of public members. 33
Vermont respondents would seem to confirm Glenny
and Hurst's statement that state governments are reluc-
tant to give significant powers to boards composed prim-
arily of institutional representatives.
Item 14
List in order of preference, the choice(s) you
consider acceptable for composition of a coordinating
board for Vermont. (Table XXXV)
Four choices were given to Vermont respondents
and they were asked to rank the options. The Kendall
Coefficient of Concordance was the treatment applied
to measure the extent of association among several rank-
ings of entities among judges. A W = .644 on a scale
with a maximum value of 1.00 indicates a decent associ-
ation among the groups on how they ranked the options.
33Ibid
.
,
p. 25.
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Although an s of 29 is not significant at the .01 or
.05
level when N = 7 or less, it would be difficult to assign
significant differences among the groups by virtue of the
way they ranked the options. Siegel, however, stressed
that "... the best estimate of 'true' ranking of
those entities according to that criterion is provided
by the order of the sums of ranks. Table XXXV depicts
the sums of ranks for the four options given to Vermont
respondents
.
The option entitled, "A majority of citizens-at-
large
,
appeared to be the most popular choice among the
groups. Administrator and Legislator respondents ranked
it first and Board Member respondents ranked it second,
according to the results of sum of ranks treatment.
The option entitled, "A majority of agency or
institutional representatives,” would be assigned a
second rank among the groups. Board Member respondents
ranked this option first, but Administrator respondents
ranked it second and Legislator respondents assigned it
a third rank.
The option entitled, "A majority of professional
outside consultants," was given a third rank among total
respondents. Legislator respondents ranked professional
34Siegel, o£. cit
.
,
p. 238.
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outside consultants as their second choice while Board
Member respondents ranked it third and Administrator
respondents considered it least desirable by rankinC it
last
.
The final option entitled, "A majority of legis-
lators," was assigned the last position in the rank order
by the total respondents. Administrator respondents con-
sidered a majority of legislators on a coordinating board
as third of four options while Board Members and Legis-
lators assigned it a last rank among the four choices.
Brouillet indicated that:
Most experts would probably contend that basically
a coordinating board should be a statewide board
composed of ‘lay members and encompassing all segments
of higher education, both public and private. Thisboard should have the power and authority to pre-pare long- and short-range plans, to recommend cap-ital and operating budgets for all segments ofhigher education, and to serve as the spokesman forhigher education to both the public and the other
state agencies. 35
It would seem apparent from the sum of the ranks
that the most acceptable composition for a coordinating
board in Vermont would be to have a majority of citizens-
at-large as the primary group. Board Members and Admin-
istrators would clearly opt for institutional or agency
representation on a coordinating board as indicated by
their first and second ranks assigned respectively to
35Brouillet, ojd. cit
. ,
p. 16.
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that option. Legislators, on the other hand, would con-
sider professional outside consultants on the coordin-
ating board as acceptable in that they assigned this
choice a second rank within the Legislator group. The
possibility of having legislators constitute a majority
of membership on a coordinating board seems remote,
judging by the general sum of ranks among the groups.
Item 15
Vermont respondents were asked to indicate the
structures in the State of Vermont which should be sub-
ject to the powers granted to a coordinating board.
The jurisdiction of a coordinating board focuses
on the specific structures in the state system which are
subject to the powers granted to a coordinating board.
Glenny
,
_e_t ad.
,
have advised that public community col-
leges, the nonpublic institutions, vocational-technical
education, and proprietary postsecondary institutions
should be under the jurisdiction of a coordinating board.
Item 15 a) . The University of Vermont and the
Vermont State Colleges, including Community College of
Vermont and Vermont Technical College, should be subject
to the powers granted to a coordinating board. (Table
XXXVI)
An overwhelming number of total respondents,
fifty-three (88 per cent), indicated that the University
36Glenny, et al
.
,
ojd. cit
.
,
pp. 11-12.
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of Vermont, the Vermont State Colleges, including Com-
munity College of Vermont and Vermont Technical College,
should be subject to the powers granted to a coordin-
ating board. Only three respondents (5 per cent) disa-
greed with the statement.
Strongest support for including the University of
Vermont, the Vermont State Colleges, including Community
College of Vermont, and Vermont Technical College under
the powers of a coordinating board emerged from the Ad-
ministrator respondents who showed fourteen respondents
(93 per cent) in support of the statement followed by
Legislator respondents with twenty-one (88 per cent) and
Board Member respondents with eighteen (86 per cent).
Item 13 b 1) . The University of Vermont and the
Vermont State Colleges, excluding Community College of
Vermont, should be subject to the powers granted to a
coordinating board. (Table XXXVII)
More uncertainty was expressed on the question of
excluding Community College of Vermont when compared to
the overwhelming support for including both Vermont Tech-
nical College and Community College of Vermont along with
the University of Vermont and Vermont State Colleges in
the first option offered. Forty respondents (two-thirds)
did not agree that Community College of Vermont should be
excluded and five respondents (8 per cent) agreed that
Community College of Vermont should be excluded. A mod-
erate number of total respondents, fifteen ( one -quart er )
,
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were uncertain.
The Administrator respondents, as registered in
the first option offered, displayed the strongest sup-
port for including Community College of Vermont. Twelve
respondents (80 per cent) supported the inclusion of
Community College of Vermont and none opposed it. Two-
thirds of the Legislator respondents favored inclusion
of Community College of Vermont compared to twelve Board
Member respondents (57 per cent). However, a signifi-
cant number of Board Member respondents, seven (one-
third)
,
indicated considerable uncertainty on the state-
ment .
Item 15 b 2) . The University of Vermont and the
Vermont State Colleges, excluding Vermont Technical Col-
lege^ should be subject to the powers granted to a coor-
dinating board. (Table XXXVIII)
The respondents did not substantially differ on
the question of excluding Vermont Technical College when
compared to the results of Table XXXVII. Forty-two res-
pondents (70 per cent) would not exclude Vermont Tech-
nical College, but three respondents (5 per cent) defin-
itely would favor excluding Vermont Technical College
from the powers of a coordinating board.
As indicated in the previous item, the strongest
support for including Vermont Technical College emanated
from the Administrator group, who had twelve respondents
(80 per cent) in support of including Vermont Technical
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College. Again, one-third of the Board Member respond-
'
ents expressed uncertainty about the statement. Seven-
teen Legislator respondents (71 per cent) and thirteen
Board Member respondents (62 per cent) favored including
Vermont Technical College. Comparing the strength of
responses for excluding Community College of Vermont or
Vermont Technical College, there was slightly greater
support for excluding Vermont Technical College among
the Legislator and Board Member respondents.
c )» Nonpublic Vermont postsecondary insti-tutions should be subject to the powers granted to a
coordinating board. (Table XXXIX)
There appeared to be a rather even split on the
question of including the nonpublic Vermont postsecond-
ary institutions under the powers granted to a coordin-
ating board. Twenty—five respondents (42 per cent) sup-
ported exclusion of the nonpublic institutions while
twenty-two respondents (37 per cent) favored inclusion
of the nonpublic institutions. Thirteen respondents (28
per cent) were uncertain.
Among the institutions, eight of the Administrator
respondents (53 per cent) favored inclusion of the non-
public postsecondary institutions, and only one-third
supported exclusion of the nonpublic postsecondary insti-
tutions. Board Members indicated the least amount of sup-
port for inclusion of the nonpublic institutions with
aa
9
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only four respondents (19 per cent) who supported the
statement. The Legislator respondents were evenly di-
vided on the question with ten respondents (42 per cent)
in favor of inclusion and ten respondents (42 per cent)
against submitting nonpublic institutions to the powers
granted to a coordinating board. Board Members indi-
cated the greatest amount of uncertainty on the question
in that seven respondents (one-third) were uncertain.
Item 1^ d) . Private, profit-making (proprietary)
postsecondary institutions should be subject to the pow-
ers granted to a coordinating board. (Table XXXX)
It is clear from the responses to the possibility
of including proprietary institutions under a coordina-
ting board that there is very little difference among
the respondents in comparison to their reaction for the
inclusion of nonpublic institutions.
The little difference that did exist seemed to be
apparent within the Administrator and Legislator groups
where one additional respondent in each group expressed
the opinion that proprietary postsecondary institutions
should not be subject to the powers granted to a coor-
dinating board.
Vermont respondents, in the majority, appear to
agree that those public, postsecondary institutions
presently in the public sector in Vermont should, indeed,
be subject to the powers granted to a coordinating board.
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However, on the question of including nonpublic and pro-
prietary institutions, there are conflicting opinions
among the groups. Administrator respondents slightly
favor including the nonpublic and proprietary institu-
tions but Board Member respondents are clearly opposed
to including the nonpublic and proprietary institutions
under a coordinating board. Legislator respondents are
split on the question.
Item_25e)_. The Vermont Student Assistance Corpo-
ration should be subject to the powers granted to a coor-dinating board. (Table XXXXI)
Glenny, et al
. ,
have proposed that a coordinating
board should, "... administer directly or have under
its coordinative powers all state scholarship and grant
programs to students, grant programs to nonpublic insti-
tutions, and all state-administered Federal grant and
aid programs." (
The majority of Vermont respondents—thirty-
eight (63 per cent)—indicated that the Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation should be subject to the powers
granted to a coordinating board. Nine respondents (15
per cent) disagreed, and thirteen respondents (22 per
cent) were uncertain.
The strongest support for including the Vermont
57Ibid
.
,
p. 7«
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Student Assistance Corporation emerged from the Admin-
istrator respondents with twelve (80 per cent) in favor
of bringing the Vermont Student Assistance Corporation
under the powers of a coordinating board. Two-thirds of
the Board Member respondents and one-half of the Legis-
lator respondents favored the inclusion of the Vermont
Student Assistance Corporation under the powers of a
coordinating board. The Legislator respondents seemed
to sense the greatest amount of uncertainty about the
statement as indicated by seven (29 per cent). Legis-
lator respondents also registered the strongest disagree-
ment with bringing the Vermont Student Assistance Cor-
poration under the powers of a coordinating board; five
(21 per cent) clearly opposed the concept of having the
Vermont Student Assistance Corporation under the powers
of a coordinating board for postsecondary institutions.
Looking back at Table XXII in which Vermont res-
pondents were asked to express an opinion on the state-
ment that a coordinating board allows agencies like the
Vermont Student Assistance Corporation to be placed under
its jurisdiction, a pattern of response similar to the
one depicted in Table XXXXI emerged. Board Member res-
pondents and Administrator respondents strongly agreed
that agencies like the Vermont Student Assistance Cor-
poration may be placed under a coordinating board and
THE
VERMONT
STUDENT
ASSISTANCE
CORPORATION
SHOULD
BE
SUBJECT
TO
THE
POWERS
OP
A
COORDINATING
BOARD
EHO
EH
-p
PI
<DO
fH
CD
Ph
fn
CD
I
Jz*
-P
Pi
CD
o
fH
CD
Ph
fn
CD
§
Ph
p!
0
o
O fn
EH 0
3 Ph
COH fH
0
w Pp
1
^84
rA
'.O
CO
OJ
LAV
00
rA
(N
LD
rA
a
CO
(A
O
s
-
V
O
LA
LA CO
CO
A
CO
o
o
'C~
o
lO
V
o
CO
o
oA
CO
v~
CN LA 0-
CO
P!
•H
W
P
r—
I
3
W
CD
U
W
p
Ph piO 0
§ o
a fH
EH 0
COH
!P
Ph
H fH
a 0p P
<< 0
!§
w
CO&O
Ph
CO
3
o
00
CN IA
COA A CO
o
oV
LA
r*
(D
CD
H
bO
<1
Pi
•H
0p
fn
0
O
Pi
!=>
0
0
fH
faD
0
0
•Hp
0
p
o
EH
185
subject to the powers granted to a coordinating board.
Despite the fact that one—half of the Legislator respond-
ents supported the statement that the Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation should be subject to the powers
granted to a coordinating board, there was noticeably
less support and more uncertainty expressed by this group
on the entire question of allowing the Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation to come under the thumb of any
board or entity other than the existing board which now
controls the organization.
Item 15 f
)
. The Vermont Higher Education Facili-
ties Commission should be subject to the powers granted
to a coordinating board. (Table XXXXII)
The Vermont Higher Education Facilities Commission
is a commission consisting of five members representing
public and nonpublic postsecondary educational institu-
tions and two members appointed by the Governor to repre-
sent the public. The Commission was established by Act
No. 10 of the 1964 Special Session of the Vermont Legis-
lature to set priorities and determine the awarding of
Federal funds for construction of higher education build-
ings, and for instructional equipment for undergraduate
institutions. Serving in the role as an advisory coun-
cil to the University of Vermont in its role as State
Agency for the distribution of Federal funds for Vermont
community service and continuing education programs, the
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Commission is staffed by a part-time Executive Secretary
and a full-time secretary.
^
Responses from Vermont respondents as regards the
possibility of including the Vermont Higher Education
Facilities Commission under the powers of a coordinating
board were comparable to the responses from respondents
for including the Vermont Student Assistance Corporation
under a coordinating board. Two—thirds of the respondents
agreed, seven respondents (12 per cent) disagreed, and
thirteen respondents (22 per cent) were uncertain.
Administrator and Board Member respondents exhib-
ited the strongest sentiment for including the Vermont
Higher Education Facilities Commission, with eleven res-
pondents (73 per cent) and fifteen (71 per cent) respec-
tively, in favor of including the Vermont Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Commission under the powers granted to a
coordinating board. Although agreement was expressed by
more than one-half of the Legislator respondents, approx-
imately one-quarter of both Legislator and Board Member
respondents indicated uncertainty.
Item 13 g) . The Vermont Higher Education Council
should be subject to the powers granted to a coordinating
board. (Table XXXXIII)
^
"Vermont Commission on Higher Education Facil-
ities" (Mimeograph describing the Commission obtained
from the Executive Director, July 26, 197*0, P« !•
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The Vermont Higher Education Council consists of
the presidents of all Vermont colleges and universities,
public and nonpublic. One of its primary functions is,
. .to assist and work with the State Board of Edu-
cation and the Commissioner of Education in the estab-
lishment and application of regulations for certification
of institutions of higher education.
The validity of this statement is somewhat dim-
inished by the fact that eighteen respondents (30 per
cent) expressed uncertainty in reply to the statement.
The remaining forty-two respondents (70 per cent) expressed
either agreement or disagreement with the statement.
Twenty-six respondents (43 per cent) agreed that the
Vermont Higher Education Council should be subject to
the powers granted to a coordinating board and sixteen
respondents (27 per cent) did not favor including the
Vermont Higher Education Council under the powers of a
coordinating board.
The strongest disagreement among the groups eman-
ated from the institutions. The majority of Administra-
tor respondents—eight (53 per cent)—disagreed with the
statement and six respondents agreed that the Vermont
^Robert L. Williams, Legal Basis of Boards of
Higher Education in Fifty States '(Chicago : Council of
State Governments
,
197^) ? phT^f.
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Higher Education Council should be subject to the powers
granted to a coordinating board. The group which exhib-
ited the strongest sentiment for including the Vermont
Higher Education Council under a coordinating board and
the least resistance against inclusion was the Board Mem-
ber respondents. Twelve respondents (57 per cent) fav-
ored inclusion and only two respondents (10 per cent)
responded negatively to the possibility of including the
Vermont Higher Education Council under the powers of a
coordinating board.
Within the Legislator group, one-third favored
inclusion, one-quarter were clearly against inclusion, and
ten (42 per cent) were uncertain. One might speculate
that the Legislators and public college Board Members
who expressed significantly high levels of uncertainty
on the statement may not have been aware of the purpose
and organization of the Vermont Higher Education Council.
Only one Administrator respondent (7 per cent) expressed
uncertainty about the statement. All Administrator res-
pondents sit on the Vermont Higher Education Council and
consequently know of its purpose and structure.
Item 15 h) . Certain functions of the State Depart-
ment of Education, like certification, should be subject
to the powers granted to a coordinating board. (Table
XXXXIV)
It is interesting that a majority of the total
respondents—thirty-one (52 per cent)—felt that certain
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powers of the State Department of Education should he
subject to the powers granted to a coordinating board;
only ten respondents (17 per cent) objected to the state-
ment
,
but nineteen respondents (32 per cent) were uncer-
tain. Again, it was the Legislator respondents, with
more than two-fifths, and the Board Member respondents,
with one-third, who expressed uncertainty.
Administrator respondents expressed support for
including certain functions of the State Department of
Education under the powers granted to a coordinating
board. Nine respondents (60 per cent) favored including
the functions under a coordinating board. One-half of
the Legislator respondents supported the statement, and
only two Legislator respondents (8 per cent) objected,
compared to ten Board Member respondents (48 per cent).
Item 13 i) . Vermont respondents were asked to
specify other structures in the State of Vermont that
should be subject to the powers granted to a coordinating
board.
The range of comments from Vermont respondents
was quite diverse. One respondent expressed a concern
that one system of postsecondary education for the Uni-
versity of Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges was
inevitable; another respondent indicated that a board
composed of practitioners of the profession is self-
protective rather than regulatory. There were fewer
than five open-ended responses contributed by the
195
respondents and the comments were evenly distributed
among all three groups.
In summary
,
there appears to be very strong sup-
port among the Vermont respondents for placing the Uni-
versity of Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges, in-
cluding the Community College of Vermont and Vermont Tech-
nical College, under the powers granted to a coordinating
board. There is a majority of support among Vermont res-
pondents for bringing the Vermont Student Assistance Cor-
poration, the Vermont Higher Education Facilities Commis-
sion, and certain functions of the State Department of
Education under the powers granted to a coordinating
board. On the other hand, nonpublic institutions, pro-
prietary institutions, and the Vermont Higher Education
Council are structures in the State of Vermont which
failed to win majority support among Vermont respondents
to be considered subject to the powers that might be
granted to a coordinating board for postsecondary educa-
tion in the State of Vermont.
Item 16
The statements presented in Item 16 a, b, and c
center on specific alternatives which might exist if
agency or institutional personnel are represented on a
coordinating board.
Table XXXV confirms Vermont respondents' preferenc
194
for a coordinating board composed primarily of citizens-
at-large
. The choice of agency or institutional person-
nel was ranked second by Vermont respondents. It would
then appear feasible for a coordinating board with a
majority of citizens-at-large to also include representa-
tion in some form from agency or institutional personnel.
aT10 y\ a ) * If agency or institutional personnel
•inMn^
r
^
e
T
Lted
+-°
n a C00rd:Lnat iag board, the board shouldinclude at least one representative from each system ofpublic agencies or institutions subject to the powers ofa coordinating board. (Table XXXXV)
It is quite evident from the forty-three respond-
ents (72 per cent) who agreed, that a coordinating board
should be composed of some institutional or agency per-
sonnel representing each system of public agencies or
institutions
;
only six respondents (10 per cent) objected
and eleven respondents (18 per cent) were uncertain.
The Administrator respondents expressed the strong-
est support for representation, with thirteen (87 per
cent) who supported the statement and only one (7 per
cent) against representation from each system of public
agencies or institutions. The Legislator respondents
and Board Member respondents each had two-thirds of their
group's respondents who supported the statement. A major-
ity of the remaining respondents from the Legislator and
Board Member groups did not object to representation but
indicated uncertainty about the statement.
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giuflp-isSg^£»least one lay representative from the governing board-of nonpublie postsecondary educational -
Vermont. (Table XXXXVI)
a l0 institutions in
With the exception of Board Members, a majority
of respondents in the other two groups favored the state-
ment. The total Vermont respondents who favored at least
one lay representative from the governing boards of non-
public postsecondary educational institutions in Vermont
was thirty-five (58 per cent). Twelve respondents (20
per cent) objected and thirteen respondents (22 per cent)
were uncertain.
Two—thirds of the Administrator respondents sup-
ported the statement and only four respondents (27 per
cent) objected compared to fifteen (63 per cent) of the
Legislator respondents and ten Board Member respondents
(48 per cent) who supported the statement.
Item 16 c) . If agency or institutional person-
nel are represented on a coordinating board, the board
should include no representative from the private profit-
making (proprietary) institutions of postsecondary edu-
cation in Vermont. (Table XXXXVII)
A high number of respondents—eighteen (28 per
cent)
—were uncertain about the statement. It might be
concluded that there was a clear lack of understanding
or awareness about the newly added component of post-
secondary education called proprietary institutions.
There was no clear majority choice among the
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respondents on the question of including some representa-
tion from the proprietary institutions of postsecondary
education in Vermont. Twenty-five respondents (42 per
cent) favored some representation while eighteen res-
pondents (30 per cent) agreed that there should be no
representation from the proprietary institutions.
The Legislator respondents were the only group
which had a majority in support of some representation
from the proprietary institutions. Thirteen (54 per
cent) of the Legislator respondents indicated a desire
for some representation, and five respondents (21 per
cent) agreed that there should be no representation from
the proprietary institutions. One-quarter of the Legis-
lator respondents and eight Board Member respondents
(38 per cent) were uncertain about the statement.
One-third of the Administrator respondents agreed
that there should be no representation from the propri-
etary institutions, but seven respondents (47 per cent)
favored some representation. Three respondents (20
per cent) were uncertain.
Glenny, et al.
,
have suggested that the composi-
tion of a coordinating board should consist of a major-
ity of lay citizens uncommitted in higher education or an
institutional agency. Each governing board under the
coordinating board, if possible, should send one
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representative. There should be a small staff for the
coordinating board and ad hoc committees should be
utilized for planning and policy suggestions. 40 In a
separate recommendation, Glenny, et al.
,
supported the
notion that nonpublic higher educational institutions
m the state should be asked to select one or more lay
representatives from their governing boards through the
state association of nonpublic colleges to be appointed
by the governor. 41 Although guidelines for proprietary
institutions call for representation, Glenny, et al.
,
suggest that representation need not be on the coordin-
ating board but on advisory and technical committees of
the coordinating board. 42 With the exception of the
opinions on proprietary institutional representation,
a majority of Vermont respondents appear to concur with
the recommendation of Glenny, et. _al
. ,
for board composi-
tion.
Item 17
A network of student, faculty, administrative
advisory committees should be established to advise the
board and staff on matters concerning the general wel-
fare of the state's postsecondary educational system.
(Table XXXXVIII)
4-0
Glenny, et. al.
,
0£. cit .
,
p. 6.
4-1
Ibid., p. 18.
4-2
Ibid
.
,
p. 94-.
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Once again a substantially high number of Vermont
respondents—seventeen (28 per cent)—failed to express
a definite opinion on whether or not a network of stu-
dent
,
faculty, and administrative advisory committees
should be established to advise the coordinating board
and staff on matters concerning the general welfare of
the state's postsecondary educational system.
Just over one-half of the total respondents,
thirty-three (55 per cent), supported the establish-
ment of advisory committees to advise the coordinating
board. Only ten respondents (17 per cent) disagreed.
The greatest degree of uncertainty was expressed by the
Board Member respondents who numbered nine (43 per
cent)—more than twice the ratio indicated by either of
the other two groups
.
Two-thirds of the Legislator respondents sup-
ported the statement compared to slightly less than
one-half of the Administrator and Board Member res-
pondents who indicated support for the establishment
of advisory committees to advise the coordinating board.
One-third of the Administrator respondents opposed the
establishment of committees but only three respondents
(13 per cent) of the Legislator group and two Board
Member respondents (5 per cent) expressed opposition
to the statement.
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203The position maintained by Glenny, et al.
,
is
that "The board should form and maintain three or four
standing advisory committees, each of which meets regu-
larly, chooses its own chairman, and advises the board
and staff on any matter relating to the general welfare
of the state's higher educational system.”43
Item 18
The members of a coordinating board should be
appointed by the governor. Items 18 a, b, and c pre-
sent options to Vermont respondents concerning confirm-
ation of gubernatorial appointments and length of term
of appointee.
,
Item 18
1
a)
. The members of a coordinating boardshould be appointed by the governor and should be con-iirmed by the Vermont Senate. (Table XXXXIX)
A strong measure of support was affirmed that the
members of a coordinating board who are appointed by
the governor should be confirmed by the Vermont Senate.
Forty-six respondents (77 per cent) agreed and only five
respondents (8 per cent) disagreed. Nine respondents
(15 par cent) were uncertain.
There was a high degree of comparability among
the groups in agreement with the statement. Adminis-
trator respondents were highest with twelve in agreement
43Ibid
.
,
pp. 21-22.
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(80 per cent) followed by Board Member respondents with
sixteen (76 per cent) and Legislator respondents with
eighteen (75 per cent) who believed that gubernatorial
appointees should be confirmed by the Vermont Senate.
Item 18b) . The members of a coordinating board
should be appointed by the governor and should be con-
firmed by the Vermont House. (Table L)
When Vermont respondents were asked to indicate
whether or not members of a coordinating board should
be confirmed by the Vermont House, there appeared to be
some confusion or uncertainty about the statement as
evidenced by twenty-five respondents (42 per cent) who
indicated uncertainty. The degree of uncertainty was
spread among all three groups—Administrators seven (47
per cent), Legislators ten (42 per cent), and Board Mem-
bers eight (38 per cent).
A similar degree of disagreement was shown by all
three groups. Approximately 40 per cent of each group
disagreed with the statement that the members of a coor-
dinating board should be appointed by the governor and
confirmed by the Vermont House. Only ten respondents
(17 per cent) agreed with the statement. Their responses
ranged from a low of two (13 per cent) for the Adminis-
trator respondents to a high of four (19 per cent) for
the Board Member respondents.
Item 18 c). The members of a coordinating board
should be appointed by the governor and should serve terms
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of not less than six
(Table LI)
years nor more than nine years.
When Brouillet attempted to define a typical coor-
dinating board, he indicated that members usually serve
yoo-r overlapping terms. Glenny, et al., concur
with Brouillet. They affirmed that "Members of the board
representing the public of the state should serve terms
of not less than six years nor more than nine years and
should be appointed in such a manner that terms will
ziq
expire m staggered years." y
Although thirteen (22 per cent) of the Vermont
respondents were uncertain about the statement, a major-
ity of the respondents—thirty-six (60 per cent)—fav-
ored terms for board members of not less than six years
nor more than nine years; eleven respondents (18 per
cent) disagreed with the terms of board members.
Administrator respondents were strongest in their
support of the statement with twelve (80 per cent). Leg-
islator and Board Member respondents recorded just over
one-half in favor of the stated terms of board members.
More than one-quarter of the Legislator and Board Member
respondents were uncertain.
The Carnegie Commission reported a concern over
^Brouillet, ojd. cit .
,
p. 16.
^Glenny, et_ al_.
,
ojd. cit
.
,
p. 18.
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the growing involvement and dominance of both Federal
and State Governments over higher education; they recom-
mended :
• • that governors should not be the dominant
forces in higher education# Consequently
,
we recom-
mend that the appointment of members of governing
boards, coordinating councils, and other such agen-
cies be subject, as they now are in many states, to
confirmation by the state senates, and not subject
alone to the judgment of the governors. We also
recommend that governors not serve as chairman or
members of such agencies since, as governors, they
will need to review the actions of these independent
agencies uncommitted by their own earlier participa-
tion as members
—
just as they review the actions of
many other independent boards. 4-6
A majority of Vermont respondents would seem to
agree with the literature informing on the method of
appointment, confirmation, and term of coordinating board
members
.
PLANNING
Dungan stated categorically that "Of the three
essential functions of a coordinating board—budgeting,
planning, and program review
—
planning is the most widely
an
accepted function." ' Vermont respondents were asked to
/+
^Carnegie Commission, 0£. cit . , p. 2.
^Ralph A. Dungan, "Some Requirements for Effec-
tive Statewide Coordination of Higher _ Education, " New
Directions in Statewide Higher Education Planning and
Coordinat ion (Atlanta: Southern Regional Education
Board / September , 1970)? P* 14-
.
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express their opinions regarding the relative importance
of the three functions listed by Dungan.
Item 19
Vermont respondents were asked to agree or disa-
gree with the statements that the essential functions of
a coordinating board are (a) budgeting, (b) planning, and
(c) program review.
Item 19 a-) « The essential function of a coordin-
ating board is budgeting. (Table LII)
More than three-quarters of the total respond-
ents concurred on the importance of budgeting as essen-
tial for a coordinating board. Six respondents (10 per
cent) expressed disagreement and eight respondents (13
per cent) were uncertain.
Administrator respondents were strongly in favor
of the statement as evidenced by thirteen respondents (87
per cent) who considered budgeting an essential function
of a coordinating board. Board Member respondents num-
bered sixteen (76 per cent) in agreement with the state-
ment followed by Legislator respondents with seventeen
(71 per cent) in favor of the statement. Four Legisla-
tor respondents (17 per cent) opposed the statement about
the importance of budgeting as a function of a coordina-
ting board.
Item 19 b). The essential function of a coordin-
ating board is planning. (Table LIII)
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There was overwhelming support for planning as
an essential function of a coordinating hoard among the
groups. Supporting planning as a central function were
fifty—five respondents (92 per cent); not one respondent
expressed discord with the statement
. All three groups
exhibited at least 90 per cent support in favor of plan-
ning as an essential function of a coordinating board.
Item 19 c) . The essential function of a coordin-
ating board is program review. (Table LIV)
More than forty-eight respondents (80 per cent)
perceived program review as an essential function of a
coordinating board. Three respondents (5 per cent) were
uncertain.
Again, Administrator respondents expressed the
greatest degree of support for the statement with thir-
teen respondents (87 per cent) in support of the impor-
tance of program review as a function of a coordinating
board. Legislators followed closely the Administrator's
responses; Legislators had twenty respondents (83 per
cent) in support of the statement compared to Board
Members with fifteen respondents (71 per cent).
Administrator respondents were less uncertain
about the statement as evidenced by only one respondent
(7 per cent) who indicated uncertainty. Four Legisla-
tor respondents (17 per cent) and four Board Member
respondents (19 per cent) expressed uncertainty.
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If ever there was a need for Vermont respondents
to seek one common area of agreement with reference to
statewide coordinating and planning, the apparent single
area of certain agreement would be that of planning as
an essential function of a coordinating board. Budget-
ing and program review appear highly acceptable func-
tions of a coordinating board among all Vermont groups
The three functions
—
planning, budgeting, and program
review—would most certainly constitute a core founda-
tion for nascent endeavors in promoting coordination
and planning of postsecondary education in the State of
Vermont
.
"Comprehensive statewide planning," observed
Harcleroad, "is the first and basic necessity for effec-
tive operation of any statewide board or commission for
postsecondary education."^8 "... it is doubtful that
a coordinating agency could function effectively in the
absence of a state plan which includes both immediate
and long-range goals for the system it is to coordin-
ate," concluded the Carnegie Commission. 1^'
Item 20
Some mechanism for statewide planning of post-
secondary education for Vermont should be established
4-8
Harcleroad, ojd. cit
.
,
p. 4.
4-9
'Carnegie Commission, ojd. cit
.
,
p. 51 •
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as soon as possible. (Table LV)
Nearly all Vermont respondents strongly agreed
that some mechanism for statewide planning of postsecondary
education for Vermont should be established as soon as pos-
sible. Fifty-two respondents (87 per cent) favored a
mechanism for statewide plannirgand only four respondents
(7 per cent) objected; an equal number of respondents
expressed uncertainty.
Clearly, the Administrator respondents expressed
the most significant response to the statement in that
fourteen (93 per cent) supported some mechanism for state-
wide planning of postsecondary education in Vermont.
Twenty—one Legislator respondents (88 per cent) and seven-
teen Board Member respondents (81 per cent) affirmed that
some mechanism for statewide planning was needed. Only
the Board Member respondents indicated any measurable
degree of disagreement; three Board Member respondents
(15 per cent) indicated that they did not believe a mech-
anism for statewide planning of postsecondary education
for Vermont should be established as soon as possible.
As early as 1971 > Smallwood advocated the estab-
lishment, as soon as possible, of a comprehensive plan-
ning and coordinating mechanism which would possess the
authority to coordinate the orderly long-term development
218
of public post secondary educational programs in Vermont.
^
An Interim Report - Governor's Blue Ribbon Com-
mission On Higher Education completed in November, 1973,
for the Vermont Legislature to, "
. . . approve a
Joint Resolution which establishes the goal of more
effective planning and coordination of the state's post-
secondary educational programs as a matter of state pol-
icy and create a Postsecondary Organizational Task Force
which is instructed to submit a specific organizational
proposal for public postsecondary education to the 1975
session of the legislature which will accomplish this
SI'policy objective."^
Item 21
A statewide planning mechanism should regulate or
recommend regulation for postsecondary institutions which
are public
;
public and nonpublic
;
public
,
nonpublic and
proprietary. (Table LVI)
Once a statewide planning mechanism is established,
which types of postsecondary institutions should be sub-
ject to its regulation or receive recommendations from
the planning mechanism? Two-thirds of the total respond-
ents indicated that institutions which are only public
should be regulated or receive recommendations from a
^Smallwood, 0£. cit .
,
p. 15 •
^
"Interim Report Governor's Blue Ribbon Commis-
sion on Higher Education", p. 2.
TYPES
OF
POSTSECONDARY
INSTITUTIONS
THAT
SHOULD
BE
DIRECTLY
REGULATED
OR
BE
PRESENTED
WITH
REC
OMMENDATI
ONS
FOR
REGULATION
BY
A
STATEWIDE
PLANNING
MECHANISM
219
TOTAL
Per
Cent
in
cd
hA OJ ltn
V rAr~
60
100
Number 40 C\J V CP CO
BOARD
MEMBER
Per
Cent
CN
LT\
10 10 V0
r*
v~
CMNumber
16 V CM CM
LEGISLATOR
Number
Per
Cent
O CO CNV OOV
d-
CM
CN
V“
V" CM p-
-p
Ph P0 <D tN CN rA rA O
EH O fA V O
a V
Ph Pi
EH CD
CO PhH
tPH P
s CD CN V LA CM LAQ P V
0
P
O tN
•H Ph
1
—1 c\j
rP
-P
tN P CD
P Ph-H
tN 0 d P P
rH "d -h Tj -P O Ph
P p h P P Ph O P0 d p d -h P •H
P p -Ph d
0 O ft 0 Ph O -P
CO •H •H P •H O •H d P 1—1W 1
—
1 rH O rH fft H P <D d
Ph p p pH P Ph p d 0 -p
>H p p P P P 0
EH Ph Ph ft ft EH
220
statewide planning mechanism. Nine respondents (15 per
cent) considered that all three types of institutions—
public, nonpublic and proprietary—should be regulated
or have regulation recommended by a planning mechanism.
Eight respondents ( 13 per cent) were uncertain.
Legislator and Board Member respondents indicated
the strongest support for regulation of only public insti-
tutions. Legislators had seventeen respondents (71 per
cent) who selected the only public option compared to six-
teen Board Member respondents (76 per cent). Adminis-
trator respondents numbered only seven (47 per cent) in
support of regulation or recommended regulation by a
statewide planning mechanism for only public institutions.
Surprisingly
,
one—third of the Administrator respondents
indicated that public, nonpublic and proprietary insti-
tutions should be regulated by a statewide planning mech-
anism. There was a negligible amount of support for regu-
lation or recommended regulation by a statewide planning
mechanism for combinations of options other than the
public only choice.
Glenny, e_fc _al
. ,
have stated that "The total of
postsecondary education must be the scope of planning
activity, not merely the colleges and universities that
awared academic degrees . "^Apparently, Vermont respondents
52 Glenny, e_t al
. ,
0£. cit
. ,
p. 26 .
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would restrict planning activity to the public institu-
tions of Vermont and not include the nonpublic and pro-
prietary institutions.
Item 22
Vermont respondents were asked to respond to a
series of statements about who should be responsible for
planning of postsecondary education in the State of
Vermont
.
Item 22 a)
. A special in-state commission com-
Posed of prominent laymen and educators from the state
should be appointed to develop a statewide plan. (Table
LVII
)
Support for a special in-state commission was
indicated by forty-three respondents (71 per cent) com-
pared to seven respondents (12 per cent) who objected
and ten respondents (17 per cent) who were uncertain.
Legislators indicated the strongest support for
a special in-state commission with nineteen respondents
(79 per cent) followed next by Administrators with eleven
respondents (73 per cent). Board Members supported the
statement with thirteen respondents (62 per cent) in
favor, four (19 per cent) opposed, and four (19 per cent)
uncertain.
The acceptability of recommendations made by an
in-state commission in Vermont has been poor from a his-
torical perspective. Periodically commissions have been
223
established, usually by the governor, only to find out
that the fruits of their collective labors are never suc-
cessfully enacted in the form of legislation by the Ver-
mont Legislature. One reason why Vermont respondents
may not have heeded the recommendations of special in-
state commissions was that the commission itself was not
the agency with authority to implement its recommenda-
tions. The best example of inaction on behalf of the
Vermont Legislature can be found in the disposition of
a recommendation that was submitted to the Vermont Sen-
ate in 1974 as a .joint resolution to create a committee
to recommend methods for better planning and coordina-
tion of the state's public postsecondary education pro-
grams. The resolution was sent to the Senate Education
Committee but it never reached the floor of the Senate
for action. Appendix J contains a facsimile of the joint
resolution.
Item 22 b) . An ad hoc group of outside consult-
ants should be used to develop a statewide plan. (Table
LVIII)
A majority of the total respondents—thirty-seven
(62 per cent)—did not favor the use of outside consult-
ants to develop a statewide plan for Vermont. Only eight
total respondents (13 per cent) favored the statement.
Uncertainty was expressed by one-quarter of the total
respondents
.
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Board Members constituted the largest percentage
of respondents in opposition to the use of outside con-
sultants to develop a statewide plan; sixteen respond-
ents (76 per cent) disagreed compared to just over one-
half of the Administrator and Legislator groups in oppo-
sition to the statement.
There was no real difference among the groups
with regard to their uncertainty about the statement;
approximately one-quarter of each group was uncertain.
0^-6—fifth of the Administrator and Legislator respond-
ents agreed that Vermont should bring in outside con-
sultants to develop a plan, but none of the Board Member
respondents agreed with the statement.
Glenny, et_ al
. ,
have defined two very crucial dis-
advantages in using outside consultants to plan:
First, plans made by outsiders are not readily accepted
and subsequently implemented by professional persons
in the state. Second, overdependence on outsiders
erodes leadership within the coordinating agency and
the state. 52
It would appear that Vermont respondents also agree
that using outside consultants to plan for postsecondary
education in Vermont is not a satisfactory alternative.
Item 22 c) . Planning should be kept M in-house'1—
determined by a group of professionals—like the coor-
dinating board and its staff. (Table LVIX)
52Ibid
.
,
p. 28.
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Approximately one-fifth of all respondents ex-
pressed some uncertainty about the statement. One-third
of the respondents agreed that planning should be kept
in-house and twenty-seven (45 per cent) disagreed that
planning should be determined by a group of profession-
als like the coordinating board and its staff.
The Legislator respondents had five (21 per cent)
in agreement and a resounding fourteen (58 per cent)
against the concept of in-house planning. Administrators
split on the statement, Board Members had one-third dis-
agreement and nine respondents (45 per cent) in favor.
Uncertainty was expressed by about one-fifth for each of
the three groups.
It would appear that Administrator and Board Mem-
ber respondents were divided on the question of using
in-house planning by a group of professionals. It is
clear, however, that Vermont Legislator respondents do
not favor using in-house professionals to plan for post-
secondary education in Vermont.
Literature informing on statewide planning affirms
that the coordinating board and its staff should be the
chief planners for postsecondary education. Glenny,
et al
.
,
have cited several advantages to in-house plan-
ning:
1. planning can be a continuous process rather
than a periodic one;
2. the agency with legal responsibility for
planning also has the responsibility for implementing
227the plans;
$• the coordinating board becomes the chief
resource for the political leaders of the state seekinr
advice on current educational policy issues; and
, . ,
• the state creates a valuable resource upon
which it can rely for technical information, leadership,
and professional counsel in matters upon which sub-
systems and local institutions may disagree. 54
Vermont respondents, in summary, clearly support
the option of using a special in-state commission to plan
for postsecondary education. Legislator respondents,
especially, favor the in-state commission approach as
contrasted to the in-house approach. It should be men-
tioned, however, that the apparent support indicated in
this study by Legislator respondents for planning by a
special in-state commission has not been realized by
legislative action. Joint Resolution - Senate 27 was
introduced in the Senate on January 4, 1974, by Senator
Smallwood, chairman of the Blue Ribbon Commission on
Higher Education. The joint resolution called for a com-
mitment by the Vermont Legislature for planning and coor-
dination of public postsecondary education in the State
of Vermont. It appears that all respondents agree that
planning is a crucial function, but there is a clear
absence of legislative activity that would lend credence
to the Vermont respondents' attitudes expressed in the
questionnaire
.
54Ibid.
,
pp. 28-29.
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.
performing statewide planning functions, pri-
orities require that statewide goals embodying the pub-lic interest be adopted first and individual institu-tional goals last. (Table LX)
Although the responses in Table LX regarding who
should plan for postsecondary education in Vermont were
not in agreement with those informing on the literature,
there is likely to be some agreement that widespread par-
ticipation in the process by citizens and experts produces
better plans and creates more potential support for the
plan when it is presented. At some point, however, one
may expect institutional goals and plans to be in con-
flict with statewide goals and plans. If there is a sig-
nificant difference between the two sets of goals and
plans
,
which goals and plans should prevail?
More than three-quarters of the Vermont respond-
ents—forty-seven (78 per cent)—agreed that individual
institutional goals must give way to goals embodying the
public interest. Only three respondents (5 per cent)
objected and ten respondents (17 per cent) were uncer-
tain.
Administrator and Legislator respondents were
most certain that individual institutional goals should
come last
;
more than 80 per cent of both groups agreed
with the statement. No Legislator respondent disagreed
and only two Administrator respondents (13 per cent)
230
3
a
EH
aH
P
@
EO
R
g
WP
EH
<*{
Eh
03
-P
P
0
o
P
00
IN
CNV LA oo
0
Ph
EHO P
EH 0
'e
(N
p-
OV LA 09
p
-p
P
0
o VIN
p-
CVl
LA o
o
W p aQ PP 0 00
<3 §O w
ffl § p
0
§
LAV LA V VA
pp
-p
p
0 rA (N OOP o 00 V
o p v
Ej 0
p Ph
CQH P
o 0
wp
I
20 P" p-
OJ
P
-PP PO 0 o CN LA o
fj o 00 V oP V-P p
EH
03H
0
Q.
PH P
S 0 CM V A LAP P V V-
<3 0
P
S
03 PW •H 0
03 p 0
P -p PO 0 p EO 1—1
P 0 0 P p
03 P o m -pW faO p •H O
P p p EH
231
found any disagreement with the statement on priority of
goals. Board Member respondents, although not as strongly
enthusiastic in their support for public interest goals
as a top priority, did manage to have fifteen respondents
(71 per cent) in favor of the statement and only one res-
pondent (4 per cent) against. On the other hand, more
Board Member respondents—five (24 per cent)—and Legis-
lator respondents—four (17 per cent)—were uncertain
compared to Administrator respondents with one uncertain
respondent (7 per cent).
Glenny, et_ al.
,
expressed no uncertainty about
which priorities should prevail; they affirmed that "Pri-
orities require that statewide goals embodying the pub-
lic interest be adopted first, then sub-system goals
within that context, and finally individual institutional
goals within those of the sub-system.
^
PROGRAM REVIEW
Item 24
Program review should be performed by a state-
wide review committee composed of members drawn from
the state's institutions who advise the coordinating
board. (Table LXI)
Vermont respondents, in Table LIV, supported the
concept of program review as an important function to be
55Ibid.
,
p. 33«
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performed by a coordinating board. In response to the
statement regarding who should perform program review,
nearly two-thirds of all respondents indicated that pro-
gram review should be performed by a statewide review
committee composed of members drawn from the state's
institutions who advise the coordinating board. It is
noteworthy, however, that one-fourth of the respondents
disagreed with the statement and only six respondents
(10 per cent) indicated any uncertainty.
Two-thirds of the Legislator and Board Member
respondents favored the statement and about one-fifth
disagreed. Administrator respondents had nine (60 per
cent) in favor and one-third against the acceptability
of statewide review of programs using a committee com-
posed of members drawn from the state's institutions.
Apparently, some Administrators are chary of the impli-
cations of program review by a statewide review commit-
tee composed of members drawn from the state's insti-
tutions as indicated by one-third of the Administra-
tors who disagreed with the statement.
In most cases, the powers of program review, real-
location, and discontinuance have been little used in the
66
past according to Glenny, e_b al. Some states are now
^6Ibid.
,
p . 4-3 •
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using a standing committee of lay board members to re-
solve the problems of program review while other states
rely on expert outside consultants. An intermediate type
procedure advocated by Glenny, etal., is a 'mixed com-
mission of scholars’ especially for review of graduate
programs. These top academic administrators and faculty,
drawn from the state's institutions, make advisory rec-
ommendations to the coordinating board.
Item 23
The series of statements for Item 25 focus on the
scope and powers of program review in the state's insti-
tutions. The three statements listed ask whether or not
it should be within the legal powers of a coordinating
board to approve or disapprove new programs, existing
programs, or individual new courses in the state's post-
secondary institutions.
Item 25 a) . It should not be within the legal
powers of a coordinating board to approve or disapprove
any new program in the state's postsecondary institu-
tions. (Table LXII)
A majority of all respondents—thirty-seven (62
per cent)—considered that approval and disapproval of
new programs in the state's institutions should be within
the legal powers given to a coordinating board. One-fifth
57Ibid.
,
p. 55 -
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236of the total respondents objected to a coordinating
board having legal powers to approve or disapprove new
programs and eleven (18 per cent) were uncertain.
There appeared to be a rather uniformly distrib-
uted response among the respondents on the statement.
Just over 60 per cent of each group indicated that the
coordinating board should have legal powers to approve
and disapprove any new program in the state's institu-
tion. One-third of the Administrator respondents, two
Legislator respondents (8 per cent), and five Board Mem-
ber respondents (24 per cent) expressed agreement that
it should not be within the legal powers of a coordina-
ting board to approve or disapprove any new programs in
the state's institutions. The strongest degree of uncer-
tainty was indicated by the Legislator respondents with
seven respondents (29 per cent).
Item 23 b) . It should not be within the legal
powers of a coordinating board to reallocate or discon-
tinue existing programs in the state's postsecondary
institutions. (Table LXIII)
Two-thirds of the respondents agreed that the
legal powers of a coordinating board should extend to
reallocation or discontinuance of existing programs in
the state's institutions. Approximately one-fifth did
not agree and seven respondents (12 per cent) expressed
uncertainty.
Clearly, three-quarters of the Legislator
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respondents expressed support for the power of a coor-
dinating board to reallocate or discontinue existing pro-
grams in the state's institutions compared to just over
60 per cent support exhibited by the Administrator and
Board Member respondents. Administrator respondents
recorded the strongest objections to powers for reallo-
cation and discontinuance of existing programs as indi-
cated by one-third who failed to support the concept of
granting these powers to a coordinating board. Six
Board Member respondents (29 per cent) and two Legislator
respondents (8 per cent) expressed objection to granting
powers to a coordinating board for reallocation and dis-
continuance of existing programs within the state's insti-
tutions .
Item 25 c). It should not be within the legal
powers of a coordinating board to approve individual
new courses in the state's postsecondary institutions.
(Table LXIV)
Just under one-half of the total respondents
agreed that it should not be within the legal powers of
a coordinating board to approve individual new courses
in the state's postsecondary institutions. One-third of
the respondents disagreed and eleven respondents (18 per
cent) expressed uncertainty.
By combining disagree responses with uncertain
responses, the difference among the groups accounted for
a x
2
of 5.93. The difference was apparent especially
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within the Administrator group. Eleven Administrators
(73 per cent) agreed that new course approval should not
be within the legal powers of a coordinating board com-
pared to ten Board Member respondents (48 per cent) and
eight Legislator respondents (33 per cent). It should
be noted that one-quarter of the Legislator respondents
and nearly one—fifth of the Board Member respondents
expressed uncertainty.
Only one-fifth of the Administrator respondents
considered that the coordinating board should be given
legal powers to approve individual new courses compared
to one-third of the Board Member respondents and just
over two-fifths of the Legislator respondents.
In view of the fact that Glenny, et al. , have
strongly maintained that "The coordinating board should
not ^italics in the original./7 have the power to approve
individual new courses,"^8 the failure of Vermont res-
pondents to support the prerogative for the individual
institution to determine new courses was surprising to
the investigator. It is difficult for the investigator
to understand why, for example, the Board Members and
Legislators failed to comprehend the relative importance
of maintaining individual institutional autonomy at the
58Ibid.
,
p. 44.
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local level for decision making in regard to individ-
ual course selections. One of the most significant rev-
elations for the investigator is that nearly one-half of
the members of the University of Vermont and the Vermont
State Colleges' Boards of Trustees would appear to allow
a statewide coordinating board to make individual course
level decisions for individual postsecondary institu-
tions in the system.
Item 26
A coordinating board should have at least some
earmarked funds with which to encourage and support
innovative programs. (Table LXV)
The suggestion that a coordinating board should
set aside funds with which to encourage and support inno-
vative programs was made by Glenny, et_ al.^
Thirty-eight respondents (65 per cent) indicated
that a coordinating board should have some earmarked
funds with which to encourage and support innovative
programs; only ten respondents (17 per cent) disagreed
and twelve respondents (one-fifth) were uncertain.
Certainly Administrator respondents with twelve
(80 per cent) and Board Member respondents with fifteen
(71 per cent) strongly favored giving the coordinating
board funds especially designated for innovative programs.
59Ibid.
,
p. 5^.
ACOORDINATING
BOARD
SHOULD
HAVE
AT
LEAST
SOME
EARMARKED
FUNDS
WITH
WHICH
TO
ENCOURAGE
AND
SUPPORT
INNOVATIVE
PROGRAMS
EHO
EH
H
-p
0
CDO
0
0
PM
fH
CD
§
0
-P
Pi0
o
Ph
0
PM
fH
0
13
0
00O
PhO 0
Eh 0
-0 PhP
COH 0
cO 0W PP 0
0
P
-P
Ph 0O 0
§ O
a 0
EH 0
CO PhH
fH
0
1
242
K"\
VO
O
OJ
CN
00
hA
V-
CN-
CM
v
0“
O
'c
-
0“
sr
OO
v
O
VO
O'
O'
LAV
VO
0"
IA LA
O'
CvJ
LA
CVJ
v
CVJ
OOV
VV O- VO 0“cvj
o
CO
rA
v
CN
CvJ
v
CvJ
o
oA
LA
v~
0
•H
CO
-p
r—
I
0
0
0
fH
CO
0
o
0
0
0
bD
0
CO
•H
X*
Xf
9
Pi
•H
0
-P
0
0
o
bD
0
*rH
0
•H
§
O
o
cvj O
v
-
<+H •
o
xf
P 0
XJ 0
0 LAO
x> •
§ 0
0O 0
Lf\ £
IA-P
• 0
LAP
COW
S
2
CO
a
0
•H 0
0 0
-P 0
0 0 bD
0 0 0
0 O 0
bD 0 •H
<0 P P
1
—
1
0
-p
o
FH
<H 0
O 0
•H
CM
^ Pi
<0 O
•Hp
£
Oh
0
243
Legislator respondents, on the other hand, indicated
less support for the statement as demonstrated by eleven
(46 per cent) who agreed with the concept of earmarked
funds for encouragement and support of innovative pro-
grams; one-quarter opposed the statement. Only three
Board Member respondents (14 per cent) and one Adminis-
trator respondent (7 per cent) failed to agree with the
statement. Nearly one-third of the Legislator respond-
ents seven (29 per cent)—expressed uncertainty. Col-
lapsing uncertain responses and responses of disagree-
ment in one cell results in a x2 of 5.550 yielding a P
between
.05 and .10 level of significance. The lack of
support for earmarked funds to encourage innovative
programs from a majority of Legislator respondents is
not difficult to understand if one considers that the
State of Vermont is a small state
,
with very limited
financial resources, and no state plan for postsecond-
ary education.
BUDGET REVIEW
Item 27
Budget review procedures, formulas and criteria
should be established by statewide technical committees
composed of members from the state's institutions who
advise the coordinating board. (Table LXVI)
The budgeting function was supported by Vermont
respondents in Table LII. Glenny, et al.
,
advocated the
establishment of one or two interinstitutional techni-
cal committees to advise the coordinating board and aid
in the development of budget review procedures, formulas,
and criteria.
^
Agreement with the use of statewide technical
advisory committees to establish budget review proce-
dures, formulas, and criteria was expressed by one-half
of the Vermont respondents. Fourteen respondents (25
per cent) disagreed and sixteen respondents (27 per cent)
were uncertain.
A majority of Administrator respondents—nine
(60 per cent)—and Board Member respondents—eleven (52
per cent)—supported the statement in contrast to less
than one-half (42 per cent) of the Legislator respond-
ents. Although a majority of Administrator respondents
did support the statement, one-third of the Administra-
tor respondents disagreed with the use of statewide
technical advisory committees to establish budget review
procedures, formulas, and criteria. Seven Legislator
respondents (29 per cent) and two Board Member respond-
ents (10 per cent) disagreed with the statement.
It should be mentioned that eight Board Member
respondents (58 per cent) and seven Legislator respond-
ents (29 per cent) exhibited uncertainty.
60Ibid.
,
p. 59.
BUDGET
REVIEW
PROCEDURES,
FORMULAS,
AND
CRITERIA
SHOULD
BE
ESTABLISHED
BY
STATEWIDE
TECHNICAL
ADVISORY
COMMITTEES
COMPOSED
OF
MEMBERS
FROM
THE
STATE'S
INSTITUTIONS
A
x
2
of
I.
308
and
a
df
of
2,
combining
uncertain
and
disagree
cells,
results
P
which
is
not
significant.
Item 28
246
Before the governor and the legislature make any
budgetary decision on postsecondary education, specific
budget review options suggested by Glenny, et al
. ,
should
be followed. Vermont respondents were asked to respond
to statements focusing on procedures to be followed for
budgetary review.
Item 28 a)
. Before the Governor and the Legis-
lature make any budgetary decision on postsecondary edu-
cation in Vermont, agreement on a proposed institu-
tional budget request by staffs of both the institu-
tion and the coordinating board is not necessary as a
part of the budget process. (Table LXVII)
There appeared to be a split among the Vermont
respondents regarding their opinions on the question of
procedures for making budget requests between the coor-
dinating board and the institutions in the State of Ver-
mont. There was no majority of agreement or disagree-
ment with the statement. Twenty-two respondents (37
per cent) considered agreement of staffs of both the
institution and the coordinating board as an unneces-
sary part of the budget process; eleven respondents
(18 per cent) were uncertain. Agreement between staffs
of an institution and the coordinating board on a budget
request for the institution was considered necessary by
twenty-seven respondents (45 per cent).
Just over one-half of the Board Member respondents
disagreed with the statement followed by eleven
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Legislator respondents (46 per cent) and only one-third
of the Administrator respondents. Administrator res-
pondents, on the other hand, expressed the strongest
agreement with the statement as indicated hy nine res-
pondents (60 per cent) who felt that agreement by the
staffs of both the institution and the coordinating
board was an unnecessary part of the budget process.
One-third of the Legislator respondents agreed as did
five Board Member respondents (24 per cent).
Item 28 b) . Before the Governor and the Legis-
lature make any budgetary decisions on postsecondary
education in Vermont, the institutional budget request
need not be heard at a public meeting by the coordin-
ating board. (Table LXVIII)
The majority of Vermont respondents felt that an
institution's budget request needs to be heard at a pub-
lic meeting by the coordinating board. More than one-
quarter of the respondents, however, did not agree.
Uncertainty was indicated by nine respondents (15 per
cent)
.
There was no apparent difference among the groups
in their indication of support or disagreement that the
institutional budget request needs to be heard at a
public meeting by the coordinating board. The distribu-
tion among the groups was very similar to the distribu-
tion for all respondents.
Item 28 c) . Before the Governor and the Legis-
lature make any budgetary decisions on postsecondary
24-9
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education in Vermont, the coordinating hoard should makeits recommendation to the Governor and the Legislature.(Table LXIX)
There was strong agreement by all respondents
that the coordinating board should make its recommenda-
tion to the Governor and to the Legislature. Forty-
eight respondents (80 per cent) agreed, three respond-
ents (5 per cent) disagreed, and nine respondents (15
per cent) were uncertain.
Administrator respondents, clearly
,
were most sup-
portive of the fact that a coordinating board should make
its recommendation to the Governor and the Legislature
in Vermont as indicated by fourteen respondents (93 per
cent) in favor of the statement and no observed objec-
tion. Legislator respondents had nineteen respondents
(79 per cent) in favor compared to Board Member respond-
ents with fifteen respondents (71 per cent) who expressed
majority support that before the Governor and the Legis-
lature make any budget decision on postsecondary educa-
tion in Vermont, a recommendation from the coordinating
board should be received by both parties.
Item 28 d) . Before the Governor and the Legisla-
ture make any budgetary decisions on postsecondary educa-
tion in Vermont, summaries of the institutional budget
requests and the coordinating board recommendation should
be made available to the Governor and the Legislature.
(Table LXX)
Very strong support among the respondents was evi-
denced in favor of sending summaries of both the
251
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institutional budget request and the coordinating board
recommendation to the Governor and the Legislature in
Vermont before any budgetary decisions are rendered by
either party. Support was given by fifty-one respond-
ents (85 per cent). There was no respondent who ob-
jected to the statement and only nine respondents (15
per cent) expressed uncertainty. Very little differ-
ence in intensity of response to the statement was evi-
dent among the Vermont respondents.
The strongest support among the Vermont respond-
ents for all four statements in Item 28 surfaced in two
statements: (1) that the coordinating board should
make its recommendation to the Governor and the Legis-
lature before they decide on funding levels or patterns,
and (2) that summaries of the institutional budget request
and the coordinating board recommendation should be made
available to the Governor and the Legislature before any
budgetary decisions sire made. Although the statement
that the institutional budget request should be heard at
a public meeting by the coordinating board was not
strongly supported, a majority of Vermont respondents
did favor the hearing process. On the other hand, there
was no clear majority among Vermont respondents who
expected that agreement on a proposed institutional
budget request by staffs of both the institution and

254
the coordinating board was necessary as a part of the
budget process before the Governor and the Legislature
decided on funding levels.
Glenny, et al.
,
have suggested that budget guide-
lines for review and hearing of institutional budget
requests should follow the processes outlined in the
r- /\
statement under Item 28. Brouillet affirmed that "
. .
a board should have the power and authority to prepare
long- and short-range plans, to recommend capital and
operating budgets for all segments of higher education,
and to serve as the spokesman for higher education to
both the public and the other state agencies." 62
OTHER FUNCTIONS
Item 29
A common thread that seems to permeate a number
of suggestions by writers informing on statewide planning
and coordination is an advocacy of technical committees
advisory to a coordinating board. The four statements
under Item 29 are aimed at determining the opinions of
Vermont respondents regarding the actual levels of par-
ticipation by public, nonpublic, and private, profit-
making (proprietary) institutions of postsecondary
Ibid.
,
pp. 73-74.
r p
Brouillet, ojd. cit . , p. 16.
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education in Vermont.
.
item 29 a)
. Institutions which should oartici-pate in technical committees advisory to the coordin-ating board. (Table LXXI)
An advisory committee of the coordinating board
composed of presidents or chief executive officers of
the public institutions and sub-systems of institutions
is recommended by Glenny, e_t _al
. ,
to advise the coor-
dinating board and staff on any matters relating to the
general welfare of the state's postsecondary educational
system. ^
In response to Glenny, et al., suggestion, Vermont
respondents failed to indicate any clear choice among
the options regarding who should participate on techni-
cal committees advisory to the coordinating board.
Twenty-four respondents (40 per cent), however, indicated
that the combination of public, nonpublic, and propri-
etary institutional participation on technical commit-
tees advisory to the coordinating board was most accept-
able to them. The second most acceptable option was
that only public institutions should participate on tech-
nical committees advisory to the coordinating board;
thirteen respondents (22 per cent) selected the public
only option. It should be noted, however, that sixteen
63Glenny, et at., 0£. cit . , p. 22.
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respondents (27 per cent) were uncertain.
More than one-half of the Legislator respond-
ents—thirteen (54 per cent)—two-fifths of the Admin-
istrator respondents, and five (24 per cent) of the Board
Member respondents favored the option of public, non-
public, and proprietary institutional participation on
technical committees advisory to the coordinating board.
Only two Administrator respondents (13 per cent), accom-
panied by one-fifth of the Legislator respondents, and
six Board Member respondents (29 per cent) favored the
option of only public institutional participation on
technical committees advisory to a coordinating board.
One-third of the Administrator and Board Member respond-
ents indicated uncertainty.
Item 29 b) . Institutions which should partici-
pate on a presidents’ advisory committee. (Table LXXII)
No majority of Vermont respondents was recorded
for any single option. One-third of the total respond-
ents indicated that only public institutions should par-
ticipate and one-quarter of the total respondents ex-
pressed the feeling that public, nonpublic, and propri-
etary institutions should be involved on a presidents'
advisory committee; one-third of the respondents were
uncertain.
Two-fifths of the Administrator respondents sup-
ported public, nonpublic, and proprietary participation
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compared to one-quarter of the Legislator respondents
and only three Board Member respondents (14 per cent).
Eight Board Member respondents (58 per cent) elected only
public institutional participation on a presidents' advis-
ory committee. Only public institutional participation
was favored by one-third of the Administrator respond-
ents and seven Legislator respondents (29 per cent).
Slightly more than two-fifths of the Legislator
respondents, one-third of the Board Member respondents,
and one-fifth of the Administrator respondents expressed
uncertainty about the statement. It should be mentioned,
however, that three Board Member respondents (14 per cent)
elected public and nonpublic institutional participation
on a presidents' committee to advise the coordinating
board, but without proprietary institutional involvement.
Item 29 c) . Institutions which should partici-
pate on major planning committees. (Table LXXIII)
Recommended by Glenny, et_ al
. ,
as a minimum
interaction among institutions for long-range planning
and accompanying data systems was a combination of pub-
64
lie, nonpublic, and proprietary institutions. How-
ever, only eleven Vermont respondents (18 per cent) fav-
ored public, nonpublic, and proprietary institutional
participation on major planning committees. The most
64Ibid.
,
pp. 90, 95.
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popular option among Vermont respondents was public
only institutional participation as indicated by two-
fifths who elected that option. Sixteen respondents
(27 per cent) were uncertain and eight respondents (13
per cent) indicated a preference for public and nonpublic
institutional participation. Only one respondent (2 per
cent) supported the option of nonpublic and proprietary
institutional participation on major planning committees
advisory to the coordinating board.
Administrator respondents appeared to exhibit the
most diverse opinions on the statement as indicated by
slightly more than one-quarter electing only public par-
ticipation, one-quarter in favor of the combination of
public, nonpublic, and proprietary institutional partici-
pation, and one-quarter who expressed uncertainty.
More than two-fifths of the Legislator respond-
ents—ten (42 per cent)—and nearly one-half of the
Board Member respondents (48 per cent) favored only
public institutional participation on major planning com-
mittees. One-quarter of the Legislator respondents
elected public, nonpublic, and proprietary institu-
tional participation as the best option in contrast to
only one Board Member respondent (5 per cent). Public
and nonpublic as the best option for institutional par-
ticipation in major planning committees was indicated by
four Board Member respondents (19 per cent).
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Itein^ 2 () d) . Institutions which should participate
on all committees that recommend policies and conditions
under which funds are given to institutions. (Table
LXXIV
)
Glenny, et al., called for nonpublic institutional
representation on all committees that recommend policies
and conditions under which state funds are given to insti-
tutions. 6^ Vermont respondents, however, evidenced less
than majority support for any one option on the question
of committee participation for establishing policies and
conditions under which state funds are given to insti-
tutions. Two-fifths of the total respondents elected
only public institutional participation followed by one-
third of the respondents who favored public, nonpublic,
and proprietary institutional participation. Thirteen
respondents (22 per cent) were uncertain. Three res-
pondents (5 per cent) considered public and nonpublic
institutional participation as the best choice.
More than one-half of the Board Member respondents
(52 per cent), two-fifths of the Legislator respondents,
and one-fifth of the Administrator respondents felt that
only public institutional participation should be allowed
on committees that recommend policies and conditions
under which state funds are given.
Seven Administrator respondents (47 per cent)
65Ibid.
,
p. 91.
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indicated that public, nonpublic, and proprietary insti-
tutions should participate accompanied by seven Legis-
lator respondents (29 per cent) and six Board Member
respondents (29 per cent) who agreed.
More than one-quarter of the Administrator res-
pondents (27 per cent) expressed uncertainty compared to
five Legislator respondents (20 per cent) and four Board
Member respondents (19 per cent).
Except for the statement regarding who should par-
ticipate on technical advisory committees, the pattern of
responses among the Vermont groups followed a common trend.
Legislator and Board Member respondents clearly favored
only public participation while Administrator respond-
ents were much more inclined to choose a combination of
public, nonpublic, and proprietary institutional partici-
pation on committees advisory to a coordinating board.
Item 30
The emerging trend in the development of boards,
commissions, and councils to formulate policies for all
public postsecondary education will tend to increase the
control of colleges and universities by institutional
personnel. (Table LXXV)
Among the nascent trends in postsecondary educa-
tion like increased accountability, centralization of
institutional functions at the statewide level, and the
desire for local autonomy in institutional decision-
making, the most frequently mentioned problem deduced
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from a review of the literature was that of institu-
tional autonomy. Wilson has captured the problem per-
haps better than any other writer; he concluded that the
development of boards, councils, and commissions to form-
ulate policies for higher education, "... are potent
political mechanisms making for the outer /Italics in
the original/ direction of higher education, and they
inevitably will tend to diminish the inner /Italics in
the originalJ direction: that is, the control of col-
leges and universities by professors, deans, presidents,
and trustees.
Twenty-seven of the respondents (45 per cent) dis-
agreed that the emerging trend in postsecondary educa-
tion for boards, commissions, and councils to formulate
policies for all public postsecondary education will
tend to increase the control of colleges and universities
by institutional personnel. Agreement was expressed by
sixteen respondents (27 per cent) but seventeen respond-
ents (28 per cent) were uncertain.
Among the Administrator respondents, four (27 per
cent) agreed that the trend in postsecondary education
was aimed at increasing control of colleges and univer-
sities by institutional personnel but seven respondents
^Logan Wilson, "Higher Education and the National
Trust," Campus 1980 (New York: Dell Publishing Company,
Inc., 19'6'8), p'.“I77
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(4-7 per cent) did not believe that institutional person—
nel were expected to glean greater control over colleges
and universities.
It was somewhat surprising to the investigator
that nearly one-half of the Administrator group was
unable to perceive an apparent loss of institutional
autonomy as a danger emanating from recent trands for
outside agencies to formulate policies for postsecond-
ary education. Except for the Vermont Legislature which
recently requested more data from the public institu-
tions of Vermont, there really is no established agency
or board in Vermont which might pose a threat to insti-
tutions by formulating policies which might diminish
local control over institutional decision-making.
Item 31
The coordinating board role is one of providing
a safeguard to institutional autonomy rather than a
cause for its loss. (Table LXXVI)
Very little significant determination can be made
from the responses by the three Vermont groups regarding
their perception of the coordinating board as a safe-
guard to institutional autonomy or as a cause for its
loss. The general nature of Vermont responses as re-
flected in Table LXXV evidenced an apparent awareness
level devoid of any real potential danger or threat to
a loss of institutional decision-making. Responses in
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Table LXXVI reflected a similar lack of awareness of the
role of a coordinates board. Twenty-five respondents
02 per cent) perceived the coordinating board role as
one of providing a safeguard to institutional autonomy
rather than a cause for its loss. However, eighteen res-
pondents (30 per cent) did not perceive the coordinating
board role as a safeguard to institutional autonomy. The
distribution of respondents among the groups who failed
to sense that the role of the coordinating board was to
safeguard the institutional autonomy of the institution
was two-fifths Administrator, one-third Board Member, and
one-fifth Legislator.
A high number of Legislator respondents
—nine (38
per cent)—expressed uncertainty, compared to approxi-
mately one-fifth Administrator and one-fourth Board Mem-
her respondents.
It is not difficult to understand why Vermont res-
pondents appeared to be uncertain or ambivalent about
potential dangers that have emerged in other states which
currently have some type of commission, council, or board
in operation. Vermont's institutions of postsecondary
education have not been confronted with any real threat
to institutional autonomy or potential consequences of a
coordinating board.
Glenny and Hurst have offered yet another perspec-
tive on the assumption that colleges and universities
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Item 52
,
.
T1?e Public postsecondary institutions of Vermont
° Vermont/Vermont State Colleges) have reachedthe point where legislation in the form of a proposal forcoordinating the two systems is essential during the
coming 1973-74 legislative session. (Table LXXVII)
One of the most crucial problems in this study
focuses on the readiness of Vermont respondents to decide
on some form of coordination for the two public systems
oP postsecondary education in Vermont. Responses to
Table XV revealed that 78 per cent of Vermont respondents
favored some type of consolidated governing board or coor-
dinating board. The intent of Item 32 is to extablish a
more extensive distribution of opinion relative to the
actual timetable for coordination.
A majority of the total respondents—thirty-three
67Glenny and Hurst, ojd. cit
.
, p. 38.
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(55 per cent)—indicated that the public postsecondary
institutions of Vermont have reached the point where leg-
islation in the form of a proposal for coordinating the
two systems is essential during the 1975-74 legislative
session. One-fifth of the total respondents disagreed
with the need for a proposal and one-quarter of the total
respondents were uncertain
Three-fifths of the Administrator respondents ex-
pressed agreement with the need for a proposal to coor-
dinate the two systems; fourteen Legislator respondents
(58 per cent) and ten Board Member respondents (48 per
cent) agreed with the statement.
Resistance to the need for a proposal to coordin-
ate the two systems was strongest among the Board Members
who had six respondents (29 per cent) clearly not in
favor of a proposal and nearly one-quarter of the Board
Members who were uncertain. Approximately one-quarter
of all groups expressed a similar sentiment of uncertainty
about the necessity to enact legislation during the 1973-74
legislative term to coordinate the two systems of post-
secondary education in the State of Vermont.
One might conclude that if the respondents to the
questionnaire were the only individuals required to enact
the necessary legislation, a proposal to combine the two
systems would have been enacted in the 1973-74- legislative
273
term. It appears that general acceptability of a coor-
dinated. system of postsecondary education in Vermont is
evident in this study, but it would be naive to specu-
late that mere acceptability was adequate justification
for the conclusion that a measure might have been enacted.
A joint resolution to establish a postsecondary task
force for the purpose of submitting a recommendation to
the 1974—75 legislature was introduced in the Vermont
Senate in January, 1974, and referred to the Senate Com-
mittee on Education for further study. The joint resolu-
tion was not actively supported by a substantial number
of special interest groups; it subsequently received very
little attention and was never presented to the Vermont
Senate for a vote during the 1973-74- term. In January,
1975, Senate Bill #37 calling for a single governing
board for the public colleges in Vermont was introduced
in the Legislature. Testimony was heard by the Senate
Education Committee and the bill was withdrawn in February,
1975, apparently, for lack of adequate support. Two sep-
arate legislative efforts in as many years have failed to
place the Vermont Legislature on record in support of
combining the two public systems of postsecondary edu-
cation or to even study the possibilities of combining
the two systems. One final measure which remains before
the 1975 Legislature is Senate Bill #91. This measure
attempts to give the Vermont Higher Education Planning
Commission statutory approval to coordinate postsecond-
ary education in Vermont and to develop a statewide plan.
If the measure passes, Vermont will have a mechanism with
statutory approval to develop a statewide plan hut no
agency or board to implement the plan. Appendix J
includes legislative bills described in this study.
Item 55
Legislature or the Governor elected to sup-port a coordinating board for the institutions of post-
P
secondary education in the State of Vermont, please rankin order of preference what measures should be taken tofinance the board. (Table LXXVIII)
Three choices were given to Vermont respondents:
(1) seek additional appropriations, (2) eliminate exist-
ing staff who are performing essentially the same func-
tions for a sub-system like the University of Vermont and
the Vermont State Colleges that would be performed for
the system as a whole by a coordinating board, and (3)
seek a larger share of public support for postsecondary
education from the Federal treasury. Respondents were
given an opportunity to provide other responses and nine
suggestions were elicited.
The Kendall Coefficient of Concordance was the
treatment applied to measure the extent of association
of several rankings of entities among judges. It was
necessary to use a correction formula with the Kendall
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Coefficient of Concordance because of tied ranks. A W
of
.633 with the additional correction for tied ranks
revealed a decent association among the groups on how
they ranked the options. However, because an s of 9.5
is not significant at the .01 or
.05 level when N = 7
or less, it would be difficult to assign significant
differences among the groups in the way they ranked the
options.
The choice of eliminating existing staffs who
are performing essentially the same functions for a sub-
system that would be performed for the system as a whole
by a coordinating board appears to be the first choice
of all respondents. It is not, however, distinctively
set apart from the choice of seeking additional legis-
lative appropriation. Clearly, seeking a larger share
of public support for postsecondary education from the
Federal treasury is considered a last option given the
three choices presented to the groups.
Tied ranks emerged within the Administrator group.
Administrators exhibited equal support for additional
legislative appropriation and for the elimination of
duplicate functions that might occur between a coor-
dinating board staff and existing Vermont State Colleges
and University of Vermont staffs. Board Members, by a
narrow margin, ranked additional legislative appropriation
SUM
OF
RANKS
FOR
MEASURES
WHICH
SHOULD
BE
TAKEN
TO
FINANCE
A
COORDINATING
BOARD
276
3
EhO
EH
CM <r
CO
O
CO
(Jn
IN
g
co
LA
C\J
CO
CV1
COH
ci>
ft
ft g CMrA
CO
ftO
EH
a
EH
CO
ft
LA
O
IA
LA
'T~
rA
CO
CA
IA
OJ
IA
LA
CM
CM
IA
IA
§
CO
rA IA (M
CM CM A
a
bO
1 Pi -p
ft •H p
i—I cti
-P o
cti co ft i—
i
Pi fl •H ft cti
o > o X Pi P
•H *H *H 0 0 0
-P -P -P "d ft
•H cti cti 0 0 0 p
Tti i—1 *H
-P 0 p ft pi
Tti 0 P cti ft O 0
Cti
-H ft Pi ft & 0 Cti
bD O •H cti O 0
Li 0 P & -P LI P P
CD i—1 ft •H 0 0 ft EH0 1 1 0
CO w CO
A
W
of
.633
and
an
s
of
9.5
is
not
significant.
277
as their first choice.
Legislator respondents, as might be expected,
ranked the elimination of duplicate functions as their
first choice and tied ranks for second priority, i.e.,
additional legislative appropriation and seek a larger
share from the Federal treasury. The possibility of
seeking public support for postsecondary education from
the Federal treasury was ranked first by Administrator
and Board Member respondents.
Respondents who provided specific comments to
this question were representatives of either the Admin-
istrator or Legislator group. No Board Member contrib-
uted additional comments. The suggestions were quite
specific and ranged from a plea for a voucher system for
postsecondary education to a specific comment that if
the coordinating board could not be operated for less
than $75,000 a year it should be scrubbed. Some sup-
port was evidenced for financing a coordinating board by
demonstrated savings through elimination of duplication
of programs and operations. Like most other measures
which cost money, the consensus of comments was clearly
in favor of incurring a minimum cost in exchange for a
maximum benefit. It would appear that one of the ways
to justify a coordinating board for Vermont would be to
demonstrate the financial savings that might be realized
278
by the creation of a coordinating board. Unfortunately,
most of the literature informing on statewide planning
and coordination suggests that a coordinating board
would not immediately save money and it would not be
wise to promote the coordinating board as a mechanism
that would cost the State of Vermont less money. Rather
the emphasis should be on controlled and planned growth
of postsecondary education in contrast to unchecked and
costly investment over the short-term which fails to
allow for long-term needs and consequences.
Chapter IV focuses on a summary of the major find-
ings and elaboration of these findings.
CHAPTER IV
MAJOR FINDINGS
It is perhaps important to recognize that in the
span of time since this study was originated, there have
been major shifts in postsecondary education. Many of
the reasons for establishing and operating statewide
agencies for postsecondary education no longer exist or
are significantly different from the original motives.
Planning and coordinating agencies, established in per-
iods of expansion and directed to insure orderly growth
of public postsecondary education, are now focusing on
retrenchment, consolidation, and husbanding of scarce
resources.
Conditions which directly influence postsecondary
educational planning include the rise of legislative and
public concern for accountability in the use of public
funds, at a time when the proportion of 18-22 year olds
attending colleges and universities is dropping. The
birth rate has reached the level of zero population
growth. Cost of postsecondary education continues to
escalate while the percentages of state revenues going
to all education has declined. The competition for
state funds among agencies is becoming furious in many
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states. A complicating condition is that of oversupply
and overproduction in manpower accompanied by an increas-
ing national unemployment level. Many states have made
aid available to beleaguered private institutions in
hopes of precluding the closing of more private colleges
and universities. The Education Amendments of 1972 have
exerted a significant impact on the changing condition
in postsecondary education, not the least of which is
a tremendous demand from government and statewide plan-
ning and coordinating agencies for management systems.
^ ^ remarked that "The National Commission on
the Financing of Postsecondary Education has in effect
come close to recommending a national management informa-
tion system for postsecondary education." 1
With the aforementioned changes in postsecondary
education in mind, the investigator has approached the
topic of statewide planning and coordinating by giving
less emphasis to the guiding principles and historical
precedents recommended by many of the writers informing
on the topic. Since the applicability of so many of the
writers' tenets and suggestions is now in question, they
should be approached circumspectly.
Richard M. Millard, "Changing Patterns of State-
wide Coordination" (Iowa City: American College Testing
Program, 1974), P-
Strategies and operating principles of planning
and coordinating agencies now focus on cooperation, con-
solidation, and conservation measures rather than on
expansion, construction, and competition. One might
ask how states can afford to create or maintain a state-
wide planning or coordinating board at a time when funds
are so scarce. The trend, as described by Millard is
that "
. . no statewide coordinating or governing board
has been eliminated as being itself a luxury or an un-
necessary cost
. . . most coordinating boards have been
strengthened." The investigator agrees with Millard
that ... the states at least have come to recognize
that, if anything, in a period of possible retrenchment
effective planning and coordination are evermore crucial
than in periods of expansion ." 5 Chancellor William G.
Craig of the Vermont State Colleges captured the trend
in his Fiscal 1976 budget message to Governor Thomas
Salmon. Craig observed:
If we learned anything from our separate exercises
of trimming 1976 budgets to fit the state's unstable
revenue pattern, it should be the lesson of joint
planning. The principle is important during periods
of growth, but critical during a time of retrench-
ment .
2
rbid.
,
p. 7 .
5Ibid.
i\.
William G. Craig, "Vermont State Colleges' Budget
Message to Governor Thomas P. Salmon, 1974." Unpublished.
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The investigator concurs with Millard that the
direction for statewide planning and coordinating agencies
should be
. . for more effective differentiation of
and scope of institutions, for development of com-
plimentation in contrast to competition in programs, and
for adequate information for decision-making even at the
Legislative levels.
. .
Major findings from the questionnaire as influ-
enced by writers informing on statewide coordination and
planning comprise Chapter IV. The investigator has tem-
pered his findings with current situational and environ-
mental developments in the State of Vermont to ascertain
some conclusions suggested from the findings.
The findings of this study are not offered with
the intent that they be cast in concrete. Rather, they
offer the reader a summary analysis of opinions, issues,
roles, functions, powers, composition, and status relat-
ing to statewide coordination and planning.
Chapter V extends major findings into conclusions
and recommendations for creation of an organizational
structure or model which should be acceptable to a major-
ity of Vermont residents who might be directly involved in
deciding on statewide coordination and planning mechanisms
^Millard, op . cit
.
,
p. 7.
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for postsecondary education in the State of Vermont.
I
. METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS
Implied in the presentation of the null hypoth-
eses of this study is the assumption that the interests
of the three groups in the survey are significantly
different and that they would not achieve consensus on
the items contained in the questionnaire relative to
statewide planning and coordinating of postsecondary
education in the State of Vermont. The three groups
selected for this study were judged by the investigator
as groups likely to be directly or indirectly involved
in planning, implementing, and re-evaluating a statewide
design for coordination and planning of postsecondary
education in the State of Vermont.
Using the chi square treatment or the Kendall
Coefficient of Concordance on each item in the question-
naire for which a treatment was indicated, no signifi-
cant difference among the groups emerged at the .01 or
2
.05 level. The x statistic indicated that there were
no significant differences among the group's respondents.
Failing to reject the null hypothesis gives rise to the
question of what was the degree of agreement among the
groups. A Pearson correlation coefficient was calcu-
lated across those items with "agree - disagree" responses
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(60 items) to determine the degree of agreement among
college administrators, selected legislators, and members
of the Boards of Trustees. Results show a high degree of
agreement as indicated by the intercorrelation coeffi-
cients: Administrators with Legislators, r = 0.9054;
Administrators with Board Members, r = 0.8824; Legislators
with Board Members, r = 0.9042; and combined Multiple
R = 0.8421. All coefficients are significant beyond the
.01 level (P> .01 r = 0.525).
One is led to conclude that there appears to be a
high degree of agreement among the groups as indicated
by the intercorrelation coefficients. No significant
difference appears to exist among the groups on the
hypotheses of the study as indicated by the chi square
treatment. For the investigator, the implication is that
the acceptance or implementation of an organizational
pattern or model which follows the concerns listed in
the questionnaire should not encounter serious conceptual
or personal resistance from any one group. This conclu-
sion depends on the necessary stipulation that carefully
articulated strategies would be followed when presenting
a new organizational pattern to the groups for acceptance.
What is offered to the groups may be highly acceptable,
but, the procedures used to introduce the organizational
pattern could easily negate the underlying value of the
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organizational pattern and could lead to its demise.
II. DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIAL IMPACT ON THE STUDY
It was not possible to determine levels of signifi-
cance for items of demographic and social background of
the respondents since the small survey size failed to
meet the necessary assumptions for the chi square treat-
ment. Using examination by inspection, however, certain
inferences can be made about the level of impact the demo-
graphic and social factors may have had on the study.
Sex is not likely to be a factor to seriously con-
sider since nearly all of the respondents were males
unevenly distributed among the groups. If sex makes a
difference, it might affect only the Board Member res-
pondents who were one-third female. (Table II)
Political preference of respondents would not seem
to be too important
;
preferences are slightly more con-
centrated in favor of Democrats than for Republicans. One
should not be surprised by the discovery that Board Mem-
bers are heavily Democratic since it is a Democratic gov-
ernor who appoints Board Members to the governing boards.
(Table III)
Age of respondents for all groups was heavily con-
centrated around the 45 and 64 categories. If age makes
a difference, Administrators might be affected because of
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a disproportionate number in the 25-34 age category (14
per cent) while Legislators had a disproportionate number
m the 65-74 and 75 and over categories (30 per cent).
(Table IY and Figure 1)
Although the educational level of respondents
could be considered unusually high compared to national
figures, the distribution among the groups was unevenly
spread.
^
Nearly all Board Members and Administrator
respondents possessed at least a bachelors degree while
nearly 20 per cent of the Legislator group possessed an
educational attainment less than a bachelors degree. It
would appear that educational level might only affect
one group—Legislator—in terms of formulating conclusions
from the study. (Table V and Figure 2)
It is clear that very few respondents with some
college attainment possess a first hand and personal
encounter with a Vermont college
—
public or nonpublic.
One should not consider the absence of attendance by
respondents in a pejorative sense nor should one attempt
to presume a causal relationship between respondents'
attitudes and their desirability of attending one of
Vermont's institutions. On the other hand, the absence
of direct contact with Vermont institutions by the major-
ity of respondents could imply a lack of understanding of
the problems and characteristics of Vermont institutions.
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Lack of program choice and educational opportunity
might also he reasons suggested by the type of institu-
tion Vermont respondents attended. It is interesting
that there are no Administrator respondents who attended
a Vermont public postsecondary institutions and only one
Administrator who attended a Vermont nonpublic post-
secondary institution.
To a lesser degree, children of respondents have
attended, are now attending, or plan to attend institu-
tions outside of Vermont just as the majority of their
parents did for their education. Unlike their parents,
however, all children of Vermont respondents living in
Vermont should have a Vermont institution accessible to
them. Consequently, it is not unrealistic to expect
that a high percentage of children would attend a Vermont
institution. The fact that nearly two of three children
of Vermont respondents have attended, now attend, or
plan to attend an institution outside Vermont is deserv-
ing of further study. There may be a relationship
between the reasons why children of many Vermont decision
makers seek education outside Vermont and the attitude of
the decision-maker toward Vermont's postsecondary educa-
tional institutions. (Tables VI, VII, VIII, and IX)
III. SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS
288
Given three possible wide ranging definitions of
postsecondary education to choose from, Vermont decision-
makers clearly favor postsecondary education as a right
guaranteed to all Vermonters who aspire and have com-
pleted high school or its equivalent.
[I. The State of Vermont can receive better value for
its dollar than it is currently receiving for postsecond-
ary education.
-I. Given the choice between the coordination of post-
secondary education by a coordinating board or by the exec-
utive branch of government, a majority of Vermont decision-
makers prefer the choice of a coordinating board.
V. Three out of four Vermont decision-makers believe
that some type of coordinating board or consolidated gov-
erning board should be established in the State of Vermont.
V. A consolidated governing board with general juris-
diction over the public institutions of postsecondary
education in the State of Vermont was the most popular
choice among the Vermont decision-makers •
r
I. One-third of Vermont's decision-makers, unevenly
distributed among the groups, favor a statewide coor-
dinating board which does not replace existing University
of Vermont, Vermont State Colleges, or other institutional
governing boards.
VII.
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A majority of Vermont decision-makers believe that
a coordinating board can serve the interest of postsec-
ondary education and the interest of the Governor and
the Legislature at the same time while holding the con-
fidence of all parties.
II. A majority of Vermont decision-makers agree that
the presence of a coordinating board in the State of
Vermont will:
A. Reduce tensions among Vermont's institutions;
B. Focus public attention on a system of post-
secondary education rather than individual
institutions
;
C. Not result in a more unfavorable disposition
of legislators and state officers toward
postsecondary education than was true before
the coordinating board was established;
D. Result in institutions becoming less financi-
ally stable with a coordinating board than
without a coordinating board; and,
E. Not increase competition for funds among the
institutions
.
IX. A coordinating board for Vermont should be legally
constituted by statute rather than constitutional amend-
ment or incorporation.
X. Vermont decision-makers would like to see regula-
tory rather than advisory powers given to a coordinating
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board except as those powers may be limited by statute.
XI. Less than one-third of Vermont's decision-makers
believe that the Governor and the Legislature would be
willing to give important powers to a coordinating board
if the majority of that board was composed of institu-
tional or agency representatives.
XU. The most acceptable choice to Vermont decision-
makers of the composition for a coordinating board in
Vermont is to have a majority of citizens-at-large
. Mem-
bers of a coordinating board should be appointed by the
Governor and confirmed by the Vermont Senate to serve
overlapping terms of not less than six years nor more
than nine years.
XIII. Institutional or agency representatives serving
alongside a majority of citizens-at-large on a coordin-
ating board, should include: (1) at least one repre-
sentative from each system of public agencies or insti-
tutions who are subject to the powers of a coordinating
board, and (2) at least one lay representative from the
governing boards of nonpublic postsecondary institutions,
keeping in mind the level of state aid given to non-
public institutions in the State of Vermont.
XIV. Just over one-half of Vermont's decision-makers
advocate the establishment of a network of student,
faculty, and administrative committees to advise the
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coordinating board on matters of general welfare of the
state's postsecondary educational system.
Very strong support among the majority of Vermont
decision-makers is evidenced for placing the University
of Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges including Com-
munity College of Vermont and Vermont Technical College
under the powers granted to a coordinating board.
XVI. A majority of Vermont decision-makers support
bringing the Vermont Student Assistance Corporation,
the Vermont Higher Education Facilities Commission and
certain functions of the State Department of Education
under the powers granted to a coordinating board.
XVII. Nonpublic institutions, proprietary institutions,
and the Vermont Higher Education Council are structures
in the State of Vermont which failed to win a majority
of support among Vermont decision-makers to be considered
subject to the powers that might be granted to a coor-
dinating board.
XVIII. No Vermont decision-maker disagrees that planning
is an essential function of a coordinating board, and
nearly all Vermont decision-makers favor the establish-
ment of some mechanism for statewide planning of post-
secondary education as soon as possible.
XIX. More than three-fourths of Vermont's decision-
makers agree that individual institutional goals must
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give way to statewide goals which embody the public
interest
.
XX. A majority of Vermont decision-makers believe
that only public institutions should be regulated or
receive recommendations from a statewide planning mech-
anism.
majority of Vermont decision-makers agree that
a special in-state commission composed of prominent lay-
ment and educators from the state should be appointed
to develop a statewide plan.
XXII. Four out of five Vermont decision-makers agree
that program review is an essential function of a coor-
dinating board and nearly two-thirds of Vermont decision-
makers indicated that program review should be performed
by a statewide review committee composed of members
drawn from the state's institutions who advise the coor-
dinating board.
XXIII. A majority of Vermont decision-makers believe
that a coordinating board should possess legal powers
to approve or disapprove any new programs and to real-
locate or discontinue any existing programs in the state's
postsecondary institutions. Just under one-half of
Vermont decision-makers affirm that it should not be
within the legal powers of a coordinating board to approve
individual new courses in the state's postsecondary insti-
tutions .
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v. A majority of Vermont decision-makers agree that
budget review is an essential function of a coordinating
board and that budget review procedures, formulas, and
criteria should be established by statewide technical
advisory committees composed of members from the state's
institutions who advise the coordinating board.
A majority of Vermont decision-makers agree that:
A. The coordinating board should make its budget
recommendations to the Governor and the Leg-
islature before they decide on funding levels
or patterns for postsecondary education in
the State of Vermont
;
B. Summaries of individual institutional budget
requests and the coordinating board budget
request should be made available to the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature before any budget-
ary decisions on postsecondary education are
made
;
and
,
C. The individual institutional budget requests
should be heard at a public meeting by the
coordinating board.
There was no majority agreement that consensus by
the institution's staff and the coordinating board staff
on a proposed institutional budget request is necessary
as a part of the budget process.
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I. A majority of Vermont decision-makers could not
agree on the type or levels of participation by public,
nonpublic, and proprietary institutions on technical,
presidential, planning, or fiscal policy committees
which would be advisory to the coordinating board.
I. A majority of Vermont decision-makers do not see
a coordinating board as a safeguard of institutional
autonomy, nor do they see a reduction in the control of
institutions by presidents, deans, professors, or trus-
tees with a coordinating board.
XXVII. A majority of Vermont decision-makers agree that
a coordinating board should have some earmarked funds
with which to encourage and support innovative programs.
X. Given three measures which should be taken for
financing a coordinating board, Vermont decision-makers
ranked first the elimination of existing staffs who are
performing essentially the same functions for the Univer-
sity of Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges that would
be performed for the system as a whole by the staff of a
coordinating board.
XXX. A majority of Vermont decision-makers agree that
public postsecondary educational institutions in Vermont
have reached the point where legislation in the form of
a proposal to combine the two systems is essential during
the 1973-74 legislative session.
IV. MAJOR FINDINGS
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I. GIVEN THREE POSSIBLE WIDE RANGING DEFINITIONS OF POST-
SECONDARY EDUCATION TO CHOOSE FROM, VERMONT DECISION-
MAKERS CLEARLY FAVOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION AS A RIGHT
GUARANTEED TO ALL VERMONTERS WHO ASPIRE AND HAVE COM-
PLETED HIGH SCHOOL OR ITS EQUIVALENT. (Tables X, XI,
and XII)
Administrators elicited the strongest support for
postsecondary education as a guaranteed right and the
greatest disagreement to postsecondary education as an
earned right. This is despite the fact that 60 per cent
of the Administrator respondents represented the non-
public colleges, where admission to college is usually
considered a right earned by high grades and good test
scores. In fact, two-thirds of the nonpublic Adminis-
trators agreed that postsecondary education should be a
guaranteed right. Somewhat surprisingly, members of the
two boards of trustees for the public colleges in Vermont,
where "open access" or "admission of all qualified Ver-
monters" are stated policies, favored postsecondary edu-
cation as an earned right and offered the strongest oppo-
sition among the groups to postsecondary education as a
guaranteed right. There was no disproportionate imbalance
between the two public boards of trustees in their res-
ponses to postsecondary education as an earned right or
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a guaranteed right. Legislators, too, exhibited strong
support for postsecondary education as a guaranteed right.
Conclusions. The majority of Vermont decision-
makers would not stand in the way of supporting measures
to guarantee the right and access of Vermonters to post-
secondary education in the state. Rather, they would
support increasing educational opportunity for Vermonters
should it be proposed and considered feasible.
Recent studies on educational access in Vermont
have pinpointed a rather significant discrepancy among
Vermont residents between aspiration for postsecondary
education and actual enrollment.^ Lack of educational
opportunity within the state's institutions was not per-
ceived by Vermont aspirants as an obstacle to enrollment
in postsecondary education . (
It would make good sense for those planning post-
secondary education in Vermont to take into account Ver-
mont decision-makers' perceptions of postsecondary educa-
tion as a guaranteed right for Vermont residents and to
recognize the apparent gap between aspiration and enroll-
ment of Vermonters in light of the stated openness of
Vermont's public postsecondary education institutions.
Ted Bradshaw, et al.
,
"Postsecondary Education
Access Study Part III" (September 16, 197*0 * P« 5 «
^Ibid.
,
p. 55
•
297
II. THE STATE OF VERMONT CAN RECEIVE BETTER VALUE FOR ITS
DOLLARS THAN IT IS CURRENTLY RECEIVING FOR POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION. (Table XIII)
Three out of four Vermont decision-makers do not
feel that the State of Vermont is receiving its full val-
ue from the funds which are now invested in postsecondary
education. Administrators, the group which delivers a
majority of the services that constitute postsecondary
education, strongly agreed that better value could be
received. Since no definition of the term "value" is
presented, it must be assumed that decision-makers
employed their own perception of the value of postsecondary
education.
Vermont ranks thirty-eighth in the nation in terms
O
of per capita appropriations of state funds for colleges.
Conclusions . Although there is a dearth of speci-
fied criteria and measurable data available nationally for
analyzing what postsecondary education does, Vermont edu-
cators must attempt to identify the measure value for
postsecondary education using a common denominator which
citizens and legislators alike can understand.
One may not expect Vermont's postsecondary
^Vermont Facts and Figures 1973 (Montpelier:
Vermont Department of Budget and Management, March, 1973)
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institutions to receive more state funds from the rev
enues of the state without first communicating more
clearly their reason for existence. As the competition
among state agencies for scarce state funds increases,
it is doubtful that Vermont's postsecondary educational
institutions will receive their fair share of the rev-
enues without explaining their purposes and effective-
ness in a language which the public will understand.
The present downward spiral in the percentage of the
state's revenues which are allocated to postsecondary
education is a testimony to the declining priority of
postsecondary education in comparison to other state
Q
needs
.
y
Even if the value of postsecondary education in
Vermont was identified and measured, there is no assur-
ance that the citizens of Vermont would share the values
or implications of more education for more people and
for more dollars. Moynihan has indicated that by 1985,
89 per cent of the American voters will not be products
of four year colleges and may not share the values and
political inclinations about universal higher education.^
9Ibid
.
,
p. 269.
10
Moynihan, loc . cit
.
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III. GIVEN THE CHOICE BETWEEN THE COORDINATION OF POST-
SECONDARY EDUCATION BY A COORDINATING BOARD OR BY THE
EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT
, A MAJORITY OF VERMONT
DECISION-MAKERS PREFER THE CHOICE OF A COORDINATING
BOARD. (Table XIV)
At least half of the decision-makers from each
of the three groups expressed support for the option of
a coordinating board including a majority of the state
agency heads comprising the Legislator group. Some
uncertainty and opposition to coordination by a coor-
dinating board (rather than the executive branch of gov-
ernment) exists among Legislators but Board Members and
Administrators would appear to support the concept of a
coordinating board given the restricted options of the
question.
Cone Xus ions
. If Vermont decision-makers were con-
vinced that the two options given in the question were
the only two viable and realistic choices for coordina-
tion of Vermont's postsecondary education, a majority
would choose the coordinating board.
By Executive Order, the Governor the the State of
Vermont established the Vermont Higher Education Plan-
ning Commission "
. . .to better plan, coordinate and
1
1
promote postsecondary education in the State of Vermont."
11Salmon, loc . cit.
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The Commission did not exist nor was its establishment
imminent at the time the questionnaire was conceived.
It would appear that the establishment of the Commission
is a move on behalf of the executive branch of govern-
ment to effect better coordination of postsecondary
education in the State of Vermont. The possibility of
no coordination has been eliminated making the two
choices given in this study even more viable. The Ver-
mont Higher Education Planning Commission has no statu-
tory or constitutional foundation} therefore, it neces-
sarily is only advisory to the Governor with no real
regulatory powers to direct postsecondary education,
especially for the nonpublic sector.
The establishment of the Vermont Higher Education
Planning Commission should serve as a warning to Ver-
mont's postsecondary education institutions that the
executive branch of government will serve to coordinate
postsecondary education if no better vehicle is offered
to Vermont citizens for consideration. If for no other
reason, the Vermont Higher Education Planning Commission
has forced Vermont's postsecondary education institutions
to think in terms of cooperation and coordination. The
consensus of Vermont decision-makers is that they would
prefer coordination by a coordinating board rather than
by some form of executive mandate by the executive branch
of government.
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IV. THREE OUT OF FOUR VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS BELIEVE
THAT SOME TYPE OF COORDINATING BOARD OR CONSOLIDATED
GOVERNING BOARD SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED IN THE STATE OF
VERMONT. (Table XV)
The consensus among the groups in support of some
type of board was about the same for Legislators and Board
Members but especially strong for Administrators. Admin-
istrator representatives from the public and nonpublic
institutions in the survey were divided rather evenly
between favoring one consolidated governing board—50 per
cent of the public institutions and 33 per cent of the
nonpublic institutions—or a coordinating board
—50 per
cent of the public institutions and 56 per cent of the
nonpublic institutions.
The absence of a strong preference for one best
type of board is considered by the investigator as a
mandate to closely examine the advantages and disadvantages
of each type of board. The intent is that if a decision
is made to recommend some type of board, this study may
serve as a resource to enlighten the reader on the choice
of alternatives.
Conclusions . It would appear that by consensus,
Vermont decision-makers have eliminated the choice of no
action as a probable alternative for Vermont's postsec-
ondary institutions. The only group that expressed some
support for a voluntary association as a vehicle for coor-
dination of postsecondary education in the State of Ver-
mont was Board Members, all representing the University
of Vermont Board of Trustees. The majority of Vermont
decision-makers would seem to agree that voluntary assoc-
iation would yield few accomplishments or render suffi-
cient advantages to the State of Vermont as a type of
coordination for postsecondary education.
In light of the paucity of support for voluntary
association among the Vermont decision-makers, the inves-
tigator concluded that there was little substantive val-
ue gleaned from the responses of Vermont decision-makers
on the possibility of statewide voluntary coordination.
V. A CONSOLIDATED GOVERNING BOARD WITH GENERAL JURIS-
DICTION OVER THE PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION IN THE STATE OF VERMONT WAS THE MOST POPULAR
CHOICE AMONG THE VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS. (Tables XV,
XIX, XX, and XXI)
Administrators, evenly divided between public and
nonpublic, and Board Members, evenly divided between the
University of Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges,
were the strongest supporters of the consolidated govern-
ing board mechanism despite the fact that Administrators
would likely lose institutional autonomy under a consoli-
dated governing board and both Boards of Trustees would
be eliminated.
Conclusions
. A majority of Vermont decision-
makers strongly agreed with the three primary reasons
given by Glenny and Hurst for electing a consolidated
governing board; most strongly supported were the advan-
tages of having only one board with strong powers to
compel the implementation of planning policy and having
one board with strong powers to effectively unify the
system of public postsecondary education. A third advan-
tage that one governing board does not need to share
authority with other boards—was strongly supported by
Administrators and Board Members but by only one-half of
the Legislators. Sharing authority of boards appears to
be a matter of deeper concern to Legislators than to
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Administrators of Board Members. The absence of strong
Legislator agreement on shared authority of boards was
influential in the investigator's inability to conclude
that there is a strong public and legislative desire for
one all-powerful governing board which can be held respon-
sible for effective functioning of total statewide post-
secondary education. Chapter V contains some recommenda-
tions on the "best" type of organizational structure for
coordination of Vermont's postsecondary educational insti-
titions.
VI. ONE-THIRD OF VERMONT'S DECISION-MAKERS, UNEVENLY
DISTRIBUTED AMONG THE GROUPS, FAVOR A STATEWIDE COOR-
DINATING BOARD WHICH DOES NOT REPLACE EXISTING UNIVER-
SITY OF VERMONT, VERMONT STATE COLLEGES, OR OTHER INSTI-
TUTIONAL GOVERNING BOARDS. (Tables XV, XXII, XXIII, XXIV,
and XXV)
More than one-half of the Administrator group and
about one-quarter of the Legislator and Board Member
groups favored the coordinating board. More than one-half
of the Administrator representatives from nonpublic insti-
titions and one-half of the representatives from public
institutions favored the coordinating board.
Conclusions
. Given the main arguments for sup-
porting a coordinating board as the best choice for a
statewide coordinating mechanism, a majority of Vermont
decision-makers appeared to support the advantage of
bringing agencies like the Vermont Student Assistance
Corporation under a coordinating board rather than allow-
ing them to operate independently. A majority of Legis-
lator decision-makers, however, did not agree with the
concept of bringing agencies like the Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation under a coordinating board.
General consensus was expressed by the Vermont
decision-makers that a coordinating board has the advan-
tage of satisfying Federal demands for representation
from all segments of postsecondary education. Like the
existing Vermont Higher Education Planning Commission, a
coordinating board would also be eligible to receive and
expend sums granted and/or appropriated by the Federal
government
.
There was a clear difference of opinion among
Vermont decision-makers that one of the advantages of a
coordinating board is that they are relatively easy to
establish. The only group that supported the ease of
establishing a coordinating board was the group with the
statutory authority to establish the board, the Legis-
lators. One may conclude that for those Legislators who
support the concept of a coordinating board, it is gen-
erally agreed that it would not be difficult to establish
a board for the State of Vermont.
No strong consensus was reached among Vermont
decision-makers in regard to the general acceptability
to Vermont's institutions of a coordinating board on the
assumption that coordinating boards allow more initiative
and more autonomy than a single governing board. It
would appear that there is insufficient consensus amonty
Vermont decision-makers on the acceptability of a coor-
dinating board to the state's institutions to offer a con-
clusion for this study.
VII. A MAJORITY OF VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS BELIEVE THAT
A COORDINATING BOARD CAN SERVE THE INTEREST OF
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION AND THE INTEREST OF THE GOVERNOR
AND THE LEGISLATURE AT THE SAKE TIKE WHILE HOLDING THE
CONFIDENCE OF ALL PARTIES. (Table XXVI)
It was the Legislator group which most strongly
supported the middleman role of a coordinating board.
Just over one-half of the Administrator and Board Kember
groups supported the statement.
Conclusions
. A coordinating board cannot and
should not serve only as advocates of postsecondary edu-
cation, nor public higher education, nor as administra-
tive agencies of state government.
There seems to be some support, especially from
Legislators, that a coordinating board should serve an
intermediary role interpreting to the various parties
the interests, needs, and goals of each party, whatever
the issue might be.
VIII. A KAJORITY OF VERKONT DECIS ION-KAKERS AGREE THAT
THE PRESENCE OF A COORDINATING BOARD IN THE STATE OF VER-
KONT WILL:
A. REDUCE TENSIONS AKONG VERKONT 'S INSTITUTIONS;
B. FOCUS PUBLIC ATTENTION ON A SYSTEK OF POST-
SECONDARY EDUCATION RATHER THAN INDIVIDUAL
INSTITUTIONS
;
C. NOT RESULT IN A KORE UNFAVORABLE DISPOSITION
OF LEGISLATORS AND STATE OFFICERS TOWARD
30?
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION THAN WAS TRUE BEFORE
THE COORDINATING BOARD WAS ESTABLISHED;
D. RESULT IN INSTITUTIONS BECOMING LESS FINAN-
CIALLY STABLE WITH A COORDINATING BOARD
THAN WITHOUT A COORDINATING BOARD: AND,
E. NOT INCREASE COMPETITION FOR FUNDS AMONG THE
INSTITUTIONS. (Tables XXVII, XXVIII, XXIX,
XXX, and XXXI)
Conclusions. Although a majority of Vermont deci-
sion-makers were able to express general opinions relative
to potential benefits of a coordinating board in the State
of Vermont, little strong opinion was expressed in favor
or against coordinating board benefits. More significant
was the high number of uncertain responses, especially
among the Legislators.
It is apparent to the investigator that a great
deal more effort must be expended by proponents of a
coordinating board to enhance the awareness of and con-
fidence in the benefits of a coordinating board before
it may be widely acceptable to Vermont decision-makers.
IX. A COORDINATING BOARD FOR VERMONT SHOULD BE LEGALLY
CONSTITUTED BY STATUTE RATHER THAN CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND-
MENT OR INCORPORATION. (Table XXXII)
Nearly three out of four Vermont decision-makers
would favor statutory legal status of a coordinating board
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for Vermont not unlike forty-four other states who have
either a coordinating board or a consolidated governing
board.
Cone lus ions
. Statutory authorization of powers
that might be given to a coordinating board is clearly
preferred by Vermont decision-makers. Provided that none
"the agencies to be coordinated possess constitutional
powers, the best path for establishing a coordinating
board in the State of Vermont is to request Legislative
approval and statutory legal status for powers authorized
to operate the board.
X. VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS WOULD LIKE TO SEE REGULATORY
RATHER THAN ADVISORY POWERS GIVEN TO A COORDINATING BOARD
EXCEPT AS THOSE POWERS MAY BE LIMITED BY STATUTE. (Table
XXXIII)
Seven out of ten Vermont decision-makers including
those who would be directly regulated, indicated support
for regulatory powers of a coordinating board with powers
specifically limited by statute.
Conclusions . If Vermont is to establish a coor-
dinating board to intermediate between postsecondary
education and both the Governor and the Legislature, spec-
ifically defined regulatory powers must accompany the
board's charge.
A commission like the Vermont Higher Education
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Planning Commission with existing powers which are advis-
ory only to the Governor is not satisfactory as a mech-
anism for the coordination and planning of postsecondary
education for the State of Vermont.
XI. LESS THAN ONE-THIRD OP VERMONT'S DECISION-MAKERS
BELIEVE THAT THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE WOULD BE
WILLING TO GIVE IMPORTANT POWERS TO A COORDINATING BOARD
IP THE MAJORITY OF THAT BOARD WAS COMPOSED OF INSTITU-
TIONAL OR AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES. (Table XXXIV)
Legislators were most strongly opposed to the
concept of a coordinating board with a majority of insti-
tutional or agency representatives. The institutional
and agency representatives in this study were split evenly
on the question.
Conclusions . Vermont decision-makers expressed a
consensus affirmed by writers informing on statewide
coordination, ”... that state governments are reluc-
tant to give significant powers to boards composed pri-
marily of institutional representatives and, instead
delegate increasing powers to boards composed of at least
12
a majority of public members.”
XII. THE MOST ACCEPTABLE CHOICE TO VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS
/I p
'"Glenny and Hurst, o£. cit » , p. 2. 5 *
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OF THE COMPOSITION FOR A COORDINATING BOARD IN VERMONT
IS TO HAVE A MAJORITY OF CITIZENS-AT-LARGE. MEMBERS OF
A COORDINATING BOARD SHOULD BE APPOINTED BY THE GOVERNOR
AND CONFIRMED BY THE VERMONT SENATE TO SERVE OVERLAPPING
TERMS OF NOT IESS THAN SIX YEARS NOR MORE THAN NINE
YEARS. (Tables XXXV, XXXXIX, L, and LI)
Administrators and Legislators clearly desire
citizens
-at-large as their choice for the majority compo-
sition of a coordinating board. Board Members preferred
institutional or agency representatives as their prefer-
ence for the majority composition of a coordinating board
with citizens-at-large as a second preference. An inter-
nal consistency check within the Board Member group reveals
that forty-three per cent of the Board Members in Table
agreed that both the Governor and the Legislature
would give important powers to a coordinating board if
it contained a majority of institutional or agency rep-
resentatives
.
A majority of all Vermont decision-makers in each
of the three groups agreed with the method of appoint-
ment, confirmation, and term of coordinating board members.
Conclusions
. A coordinating board composed of a
majority of citizens-at-large, with some representatives
from institutions or agencies, and possibly a professional
outside consultant should be acceptable to most Vermont
311
decision-makers
.
Vermont decision-makers would not object to a pro-
cedure which entailed a gubernatorial appointment and a
Vermont Senate confirmation of members for a Vermont coor-
dinating board. Overlapping and minimum six-year terms
coupled with maximum nine-year terms for coordinating
board members is acceptable to Vermont decision-makers.
XIII. INSTITUTIONAL OR AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES, SERVING
ALONGSIDE A MAJORITY OF CITIZENS-AT
-LARGE ON A COORDIN-
ATING BOARD, AND (2) AT LEAST ONE LAY REPRESENTATIVE FROM
THE GOVERNING BOARDS OF NONPUBLIC POSTSECONDARY INSTITU-
TIONS
,
KEEPING IN MIND THE LEVEL OF STATE AID GIVEN TO
NONPUBLIC INSTITUTIONS IN THE STATE OF VERMONT. (Tables
XXXXI, XXXXVI, and XXXXVII)
Administrators were strongest in support of includ-
ing public lay representatives and nonpublic lay repre-
sentatives on a coordinating board. Support for public
representation from all groups was greater than support
for nonpublic lay representation on a coordinating board.
It is worth mentioning that of the one-fourth Adminis-
trators who objected to nonpublic lay representation on
a coordinating board, all but one were from the public
system of postsecondary education.
The investigator suggests that because of a lack
of understanding or awareness about the newly added
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component of postsecondary called proprietary insti-
tutions, decision-makers were confused or reluctant to
express a clear opinion as to whether or not propri-
etary institutions should be represented on a coordina-
ting board. Slightly more decision-makers favored rep-
resentation against no representation.
Conclusions
. A majority of Vermont decision-
makers agree that public agencies or institutions under
a coordinating board should send one representative to be
appointed by the Governor for membership on the coordin-
ating board for the State of Vermont. In a lesser degree,
a majority of Vermont decision-makers agree that non-
public postsecondary institutions in the state should be
asked to select one or more lay representatives from
their governing boards, probably through the Vermont
Higher Education Council to be appointed by the Governor
for membership on the coordinating board for the State
of Vermont.
State aid to nonpublic agencies and institutions
in Vermont is awarded primarily through the Vermont
Student Assistant Corporation in the way of grants and
loans to Vermont residents who continue their education
beyond high school. State aid to nonpublic institutions
and agencies is not awarded directly to the institution;
rather it is awarded to the student who may attend a
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nonpublic agency or institution.
In the absence of a clear mandate from Vermont
decision-makers for or against representation of propri-
etary institutions on a coordinating board, the investi-
gator agrees with Glenny
,
et al.
, who suggest that propri
etary institutions might better serve in the capacity of
^-^-Vd-Sory and technical committees of the coordinating
1
3
board.
XIV. JUST OVER ONE-HALF OF VERMONT'S DECISION-MAKERS
ADVOCATE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NETWORK OF STUDENT, FAC-
ULTY, AND ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEES TO ADVISE THE COOR-
DINATING BOARD ON MATTERS OF GENERAL WELFARE OF THE
STATE iS POSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM. (Table
XXXXVIII)
Legislative decision-makers expressed the strong-
est support for committees of students, faculty, and
administrators to advise the coordinating board. Just
under one-half of the Administrator and Board Member
decision-makers agreed. One-third of the Administra-
tors, divided almost equally between public and non-
public institutions, objected to advisory committees of
students, faculty, and administrators. A high number of
Vermont decision-makers—seventeen (28 per cent)—failed
1 *>Glenny, et al.
,
0£. cit . , p. 9^-
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to express an opinion on the question.
Conclusions
. There would not be strong resist-
ance from Vermont decision-makers if a coordinating board
advocated the establishment of student, faculty, and admin-
istrative committees to advise the coordinating board on
matters concerning general welfare of the state's post-
secondary educational system.
It would appear that Legislative decision-makers,
especially
,
would actively support the establishment of
student, faculty, and administrative committees advisory
to the coordinating board.
XV. VERY STRONG SUPPORT AMONG THE MAJORITY OF VERMONT
DECISION-MAKERS IS EVIDENCED FOR PLACING THE UNIVERSITY
OF VERMONT AND THE VERMONT STATE COLLEGES INCLUDING COM-
MUNITY COLLEGE OF VERMONT AND VERMONT TECHNICAL COLLEGE
UNDER THE POWERS GRANTED TO A COORDINATING BOARD. (Tables
XXXVI - XXXVIII)
Nine out of ten Vermont decision-makers supported
placing all units of the University of Vermont and the
Vermont State Colleges under the powers granted to a coor-
dinating board. There was no strong support from any group
of Vermont decision-makers to exclude Community College of
Vermont or Vermont Technical College from being placed
under a coordinating board.
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XVI. A nAJourn of Vermont decision-makers support
BRINGING THE VERMONT STUDENT ASSISTANCE CORPORATION, THE
VERMONT HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES COMMISSION, AND CER-
TAIN FUNCTIONS OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION UNDER
THE POWERS GRANTED TO A COORDINATING BOARD
.
(Tables
XXXXI, XXXXII, and XXXXIV)
Witli the strongest objection coming from approx-
imately one-fourth of the Legislator decision-makers, at
least one-halt of the Vermont decision-makers representing
each of the three groups in this study would place the
Vermont Student Assistance Corporation under a coordin-
ating board.
Despite a high degree of uncertainty expressed by
Legislators, a majority of Vermont decision-makers repre-
senting each of the three groups in this study agree that
the Vermont Higher Education Facilities Commission should
be subject to the powers granted to a coordinating board.
High levels of uncertainty expressed by Legisla-
tor and Board Member decision-makers do not appear to
diminish the fact that a majority of Vermont decision-
makers would place certain functions of the State Depart-
ment of Education under a coordinating board.
XVII. NONPUBLIC INSTITUTIONS, PROPRIETARY INSTITUTIONS,
AND THE VERMONT HIGHER EDUCATION COUNCIL ARE STRUCTURES
IN THE STATE OF VERMONT WHICH FAILED TO WIN A MAJORITY
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OF SUPPORT AMONG VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS TO BE CONSID-
ERED SUBJECT TO THE POWERS THAT MIGHT BE GRANTED TO A
COORDINATING BOARD. (Tables XXXIX and XXXX)
Just over one-half of the Administrator decision-
makers supported the inclusion of nonpublic institu-
tions and proprietary institutions under a coordinating
board; decision-makers were unevenly divided—two-thirds
nonpublic in support of inclusion compared to one-third
public in support. Nearly one-half of the Board Members,
evenly divided, objected to the inclusion of nonpublic
and proprietary institutions under a coordinating board
while Legislator decision-makers were evenly split for
and against the question.
A majority of Administrator decision-makers, all
of whom hold membership in the Vermont Higher Education
Council, agreed that the Council should not come under
the powers granted to a coordinating board. Board Members,
however, were the only group who expressed a majority
of support for inclusion of the Vermont Higher Education
Council under a coordinating board.
Conclusions . If the State of Vermont is to estab-
lish a coordinating board for postsecondary education,
the structures which Vermont decision-makers most cer-
tainly agree should be placed under a coordinating board
are the University of Vermont and the Vermont State
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Colleges including the Community College of Vermont and
Vermont Technical College.
Existing structures in the State of Vermont which
Vermont decision-makers believe are likely to win support
for placement under a coordinating board are the Vermont
Student Assistance Corporation, the Vermont Higher Edu-
cation Facilities Commission, and certain functions of
the State Department of Education like certification of
postsecondary institutions.
Existing structures in the State of Vermont which
Vermont decision-makers feel are not likely to win sup-
port for placement under a coordinating board are the
nonpublic and proprietary institutions and the Vermont
Higher Education Council.
The originator of any proposal which attempts to
include under a coordinating board all the structures
listed in this study should be able to increase the
chances for proposal acceptability by identifying pockets
of resistance, designing strategies, and investing effort
in persuading individuals or groups to include all struc-
tures listed in the proposal.
XVIII. NO VERMONT DECISION-MAKER DISAGREES THAT PLAN-
NING IS AN ESSENTIAL FUNCTION OF A COORDINATING BOARD
AND NEARLY ALL VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS FAVOR THE ESTAB-
LISHMENT OF SOME MECHANISM FOR STATEWIDE PLANNING OF
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. (Table LIII
and LIV)
Nearly 90 per cent of Vermont decision-makers
expressed support for the early establishment of some
mechanism for statewide coordination and planning. Admin-
istrators were especially strong in support of a plan-
ning mechanism.
Conclusions
. The one common element of certain
agreement among Vermont decision-makers with reference
to statewide coordination and planning is that of plan-
ning as an essential function of a coordinating board.
Advocates of statewide coordination and planning
for the State of Vermont would be well advised to intro-
duce their endeavors for the development of a coordin-
ating board by stressing the innate benefits of state-
wide planning as a crucial function performed by a coor-
dinating board.
There is no doubt that Vermont decision-makers
support writers informing on statewide coordination and
planning who observe that comprehensive statewide plan-
ning is a first and essential element of any statewide
coordinating board for postsecondary education. Vermont
decision-makers clearly support earlier Vermont studies
* izj. "] 5m 1971 and. 1973 which recommended the establishment
of a comprehensive planning and coordinating mechanism
with authority to coordinate the orderly long-term devel-
opment of public postsecondary education in Vermont.
Legislative action was not evidenced in 1973 when
a resolution was introduced into the Legislature calling
for a state policy to support the goal of more effective
planning and coordination of the state's postsecondary
educational programs and the creation of a task force to
submit an organizational proposal for a coordinating
board to the 197^ Legislature.
It is the opinion of the investigator that Legis-
lator acceptance of the goal affirming more effective
planning and coordination of the state's postsecondary
education programs may have been supported if the task
force proviso of the resolution had been omitted.
XIX. MORE THAN THREE-FOURTHS OF VERMONT'S DECISION-
MAKERS AGREE THAT INDIVIDUAL INSTITUTIONAL GOALS MUST
GIVE WAY TO STATEWIDE GOALS WHICH EMBODY THE PUBLIC
INTEREST. (Table LX)
Administrator and Legislator decision-makers were
14Smallwood, 0£. cit .
,
p. 19.
1
^"Interim Report Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission
on Higher Education," p. 2.
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most certain that individual institutional goals be
considered secondary to statewide goals embodying the
public interest.
Conclusions
. The majority of Vermont decision-
makers appear to agree and support the statement that
statewide goals take priority over individual institu-
tional goals. It is well documented that loss of educa-
tional autonomy for institutions is one of the negative
consequences resulting from the establishment of a state
coordinating board. Vermont decision-makers seem to
accept that when statewide goals conflict with institu-
tional plans, the statewide goals should prevail. Ver-
mont's decision-makers appear to be both cognizant and
accepting of a predictable loss of institutional auton-
omy with the advent of a statewide planning and coor-
dinating board.
XX. A MAJORITY OF VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS BELIEVE THAT
ONLY PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS SHOULD BE REGULATED OR RECEIVE
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM A STATEWIDE PLANNING MECHANISM.
(Table LVI)
Support for regulation of public institutions
was unevenly divided among Vermont decision-makers.
Nearly three-fourths of Legislator and Board Member
decision-makers advocated public regulation but less
than one-half of the Administrator group accepted public
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regulation. One-third of the Administrators opined that
public, nonpublic, and proprietary institutions in Ver-
mont should be regulated or be presented with recommend-
ations for regulation by a statewide planning mechanism.
Conclusions
. Contrary to Glenny, et_ al
. ,
who
state that "The total of postsecondary education must be
the scope of planning activity, not merely the colleges
and universities that award academic degrees,"^’ Vermont
decision-makers would restrict planning activity to the
public institutions of Vermont without involving the non-
public or proprietary institutions.
No attempt was made by the investigator to dis-
tinguish between what should be regulated and legally
what can be regulated in the nonpublic and proprietary
sector of post secondary education. It would appear that
decision-makers who now regulate public institutions,
Board Members, and those who have significant budgetary
influence in the regulation of public institutions, Leg-
islators, responded in the context of what could be
accomplished by a statewide planning mechanism and not
what ideally should be accomplished.
XXI. THE MAJORITY OF VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS AGREE
THAT A SPECIAL IN-STATE COMMISSION COMPOSED OF PROMINENT
/\ rDGlenny, et_ al_.
,
ojd. cit .
,
p. 26.
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LAYMEN AND EDUCATORS PROM THE STATE SHOULD BE APPOINTED
TO DEVELOP A STATEWIDE PLAN. (Tables LVII - LIX)
Legislator and Administrator groups strongly
supported the in-state commission approach and nearly
two-thirds of the Board Members expressed support for
the in-state commission option.
Rejected by Vermont decision-makers as alterna-
tives to planning for postsecondary education in Vermont
were the choices of: (1) an ad hoc group of outside
consultants, or (2) a group of professionals like the
staff of a coordinating board. The choice of using an
ad hoc group of outside consultants was clearly rejected
by one-half of each group in the study. On the other
hand, a majority of the Legislator group clearly objected
to using professionals like the coordinating board and
its staff to plan for postsecondary education in Vermont.
Conclusions
. A clear schism exists between writ-
ers informing on statewide planning and Vermont decision-
makers on the choice of who should develop a statewide
plan. Writers informing on statewide planning advocate
planning by a group of professionals like the coordin-
ating board and its staff while Vermont decision-makers
prefer planning by an in-state commission composed of
prominent laymen and educators from the state.
Without equivocation, the investigator believes
323
that both parties might be satisfied if the existing
Vermont Higher Education Planning Commission continued
to operate in an advisory capacity to the coordinating
board for the express purpose of developing a statewide
plan for postsecondary education in the State of Vermont.
The Commission is broadly representative of all segments
of postsecondary education in Vermont mixing laymen, leg-
islators, students, and professionals as members. It
would be necessary for the coordinating board to be empow-
ered with legal responsibility for implementing a plan
which would be presented by the Vermont Higher Education
Planning Commission. The Commission should be held res-
ponsible for its recommendation to the coordinating board.
The Commission, in consort with the coordinating
board, would then serve a valuable role in the State of
Vermont as chief resource for political leaders seeking
advice on current educational policy, issues, technical
information, leadership, and professional counsel in
matters upon which centralized systems like the Vermont
State Colleges and local institutions may disagree.
A final reason for not establishing a new, spec-
ial in-state commission is the poor record of the Leg-
islature in supporting recommendations offered by com-
missions in the past. There is a clear absence of leg-
islative enactment of commission recommendations which
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might lend credence to the Vermont decision-makers appar-
ent desire for yet another commission for planning post-
secondary education in the State of Vermont.
It is clear to the investigator that the Legis-
lator group, of any group in this study, requires the
most convinving to accept the concept of planning for
postsecondary education in Vermont by a coordinating
board and its staff as the most desirable choice for
Vermont.
XXII. FOUR OUT OF FIVE VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS AGREE
THAT PROGRAM REVIEW IS AN ESSENTIAL FUNCTION OF A COOR-
DINATING BOARD AND NEARLY TWO-THIRDS OF VERMONT DECISION-
MAKERS INDICATED THAT PROGRAM REVIEW SHOULD BE PERFORMED
BY A STATEWIDE REVIEW COMMITTEE COMPOSED OF MEMBERS DRAWN
FROM THE STATE'S INSTITUTIONS WHO ADVISE THE COORDINATING
BOARD. (Tables LIV and LXI)
Legislator and Administrator decision-makers
expressed very strong support for program review as an
essential function of a coordinating board compared to
support from more than 70 per cent of the Board Member
decision-makers. There was little difference within the
Administrator or Board Member groups relative to their
responses on program reveiw as an essential function of
a coordinating board.
Legislator and Board Member decision-makers
affirmed majority support for a
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statewide review commit-
tee. A majority of Administrator decision-makers also
supported a statewide review committee but one-third of
the Administrator decision-makers, evenly divided between
public and nonpublic representatives, objected to the
concept of a statewide review committee.
Conclusions
. The review of educational programs
within the state's institutions is an essential and appro,
priate function for a coordinating board according to a
majority of Vermont decision-makers.
Program review should be implemented through the
establishment of a statewide review committee to serve
in an advisory role to the coordinating board using mem-
bers from the state's institutions to serve on the state-
wide review committee.
Writers informing on statewide coordinating and
planning have warned that the power of program realloca-
tion and discontinuance has been little used in the past. 1 ?
XXIII. A MAJORITY OP VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS BELIEVE
THAT A COORDINATING BOARD SHOULD POSSESS LEGAL POWERS TO
APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE ANY NEW PROGRAMS AND TO REALLOCATE
OR DISCONTINUE ANY EXISTING PROGRAMS IN THE STATE'S POST-
SECONDARY INSTITUTIONS. JUST UNDER ONE-HALP OP VERMONT
17Ibid
.
,
p . 43.
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DECISION-MAKERS AFFIRM THAT IT SHOULD NOT BE WITHIN THE
LEGAL POWERS OF A COORDINATING BOARD TO APPROVE INDIVID-
UAL NEW COURSES IN THE STATE'S POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS.
(Tables LXII - LXIV)
Objecting to new and existing program review was
one-third of the Administrator group, equally divided
between public and nonpublic institutions, and about one-
quarter of the Board Member group, uniformly distributed
between the two boards of trustees in the study. Strong
support for program approval, allocation, and discontin-
uance was evidenced by Legislators.
An obvious split among the decision-makers was
exhibited on the question of statewide approval of indi-
vidual new courses in the state's postsecondary institu-
tions. Administrators expressed strong support for reten-
tion of the power to decide the addition or deletion of
/
new courses in comparison to less than one-half of the
Board Members and one-third of the Legislators. One-
third of the Board Member decision-makers, equally divided
between the two boards in the study, and more than 40 per
cent of the Legislator decision-makers would allow the
coordinating board to determine new courses for the state's
institutions.
Conclusions . Adding new educational programs and
the reallocation or discontinuance of existing educational
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programs in the state's postsecondary institutions are
legal powers that should be given to a coordinating board.
The addition or deletion of new courses among the
state s institutions is not a legal power of a coordin-
ating board that would win approval from a majority of
Vermont decision-makers, especially Administrators of
the state's institutions.
There is general agreement among those informing
on the literature that a coordinating board has no busi-
ness deciding new courses for institutions; rather, the
coordinating board should be legally responsible for
approval of new programs and reallocation or discontin-
uance of existing programs in the state's institutions.
Except for Administrators, a majority of Vermont
decision-makers do not recognize the loss of institu-
tional autonomy to a coordinating board by abdicating
\
the right to decide new courses nor do they strongly
support the desire within the Administrator group to
maintain the power to decide course offerings within
the state's institutions.
The investigator has formulated a general conclu-
sion which carries significance for any proposed legis-
lation to establish a coordinating board for the State
of Vermont. Statements delineating powers for a coor-
dinating board should be carefully phrased to allow for
the maintenance of autonomy by those institutions subject
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to the powers of a coordinating board and, simultaneously,
provide minimum powers to a coordinating board for regu-
lating institutions in the best interests of the entire
state and its citizens.
XXIV. A MAJORITY OF VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS AGREE THAT
BUDGET REVIEW IS AN ESSENTIAL FUNCTION OF A COORDINATING
BOARD AND THAT BUDGET REVIEW PROCEDURES, FORMULAS, AND
CRITERIA SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED BY STATEWIDE TECHNICAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEES COMPOSED OF MEMBERS FROM THE STATE'S
INSTITUTIONS WHO ADVISE THE COORDINATING BOARD. (Tables
LII and LXVI)
At least seven of ten Vermont decision-makers
•s
supported budget review as an essential function of a
coordinating board. Nearly nine of ten Administrators
accepted the budget review function of the coordinating
board.
Much less support for the process of budget review
was evidenced by Vermont decision-makers than was affirmed
for budget review as an essential function of a coordin-
ating board. One-half of the decision-makers agreed
on the process of allowing statewide technical advisory
committees to set criteria and procedures. A majority of
Administrator and Board Member decision-makers were in
consort but only 42 per cent of the Legislator group
agreed. The most significant disagreement was elicited
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by the one-third, of the Administrator group mostly rep-
resenting the public institutions. Nearly one—quarter
of the Legislator decision-makers expressed disagree-
ment .
Conclusions
. Budget review of the state's insti-
tutional budgets is a function which a majority of Ver-
mont decision-makers assert belongs to a coordinating
board.
There is much less certainty among Vermont deci-
sion-makers on the procedures for performing the budget
review function. Legislator decision-makers, especially,
would require more convincing that statewide technical
advisory committees composed of members of the state's
institutions should establish procedures, formulas, and
criteria for the budget review task.
Despite the suggestion by Glenny, et al
. ,
that one
or two interinstitutional technical committees be estab-
lished to advise the coordinating board and aid in the
development of a budget review procedure, Vermont deci-
sion-makers will require more specific details before a
^1
8
strong majority would support the procedure recommended.
XXV. A MAJORITY OB VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS AGREE THAT:
A. THE COORDINATING BOARD SHOULD MAKE ITS BUDGET
^ 8Ibid.
,
p. 59.
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGIS-
LATURE BEFORE THEY DECIDE ON FUNDING LEVELS OR
PATTERNS FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION IN THE
STATE OF VERMONT;
B. SUMMARIES OF INDIVIDUAL INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
REQUESTS AND THE COORDINATING BOARD BUDGET
REQUESTS SHOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE TO THE GOV-
ERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE BEFORE ANY BUDGETARY
DECISIONS ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION ARE MADE;
AND
C. THE INDIVIDUAL INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET REQUESTS
SHOULD BE HEARD AT A PUBLIC MEETING BY THE COOR-
DINATING BOARD.
THERE WAS NO MAJORITY AGREEMENT THAT CONSENSUS BY
THE INSTITUTION'S STAFF AND THE COORDINATING BOARD STAFF
ON A PROPOSED INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET REQUEST IS NECESSARY
AS A PART OF THE BUDGET PROCESS BEFORE THE GOVERNOR AND
THE LEGISLATURE DECIDE ON FUNDING LEVELS. (Tables
LXVII - LXX)
Administrator decision-makers evidenced the strong-
est support for the budgetary process suggested by the
study. There was a rather even division between Legis-
lators and Board Member decision-makers. The Administra-
tor group, representing primarily the nonpublic sector,
was the only group with a majority who disagreed that
institutional and coordinating board staffs should mutu-
ally agree on a final proposed institutional budget request
as a part of the budget process; one-quarter of the Board
Members disagreed and one-third of the Legislators.
Conclusions
. Despite the fact that Vermont deci-
sion-makers would give the budgetary review function to a
coordinating board, the majority believed that individual
institutional budget requests should be granted review by
the coordinating board and be sent along with the budget
recommendations of the coordinating board for the Governor
and the Legislature to separately review if they desire.
Although the study grants individual institutions
a budget hearing by the coordinating board, Vermont deci-
sion-makers appeared to be asking that the option of a
separate budgetary review for individual institutions by
a higher authority be left open.
The investigator concludes that the budget review
function of a coordinating board is acceptable to a
majority of the Vermont decision-makers, but decision-
makers are somewhat reluctant to allow only one approved,
administrative hierarchy or mechanism for final budgetary
approval by the Governor and the Legislature. This con-
clusion implies a lack of trust among groups who would be
required to change or modify new budgetary procedures for
operating their institutions and groups who must modify
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the approval process for funding, i.e., Legislature/Gov-
ernor. Writers informing on statewide coordination and
planning suggest that budget guidelines for review and
hearing of institutional budget requests should follow
the processes suggested by these major findings. It is
also suggested that the staffs of the coordinating board
and each institution should agree on a final, proposed
budget before the Governor and the Legislature make any
budgetary decisions.
XXVI. A MAJORITY OF VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS COULD NOT
AGREE ON THE TYPE OR LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION BY PUBLIC,
NONPUBLIC, AND PROPRIETARY INSTITUTIONS ON TECHNICAL,
PRESIDENTIAL, PLANNING, AND FISCAL POLICY COMMITTEES
WHICH WOULD BE ADVISORY TO THE COORDINATING BOARD.
(Tables LXXI - LXXIV)
Except for participation on technical advisory
committees, Vermont decision-makers split rather evenly
in their pattern of response to committee participation
by type of institution. Legislator and Board Member
decision-makers clearly favored only public participation
while Administrator decision-makers were much more
inclined to choose a combination of public, nonpublic,
and proprietary institutional participation on commit t( c »>
19Ibid.
,
pp. 72-73-
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advisory to a coordinating board. Legislator decision-
makers deviated from the general pattern on the question
of technical advisory committees; the majority of Legis-
lators advocated public, nonpublic, and proprietary par-
ticipation on technical advisory committees.
It should be noted that 22 to 27 per cent of the
decision-makers expressed uncertainty about the options
of levels of participation offered in the study. Given
more specific information relative to the role and scope
of advisory committees, it may be suggested that a major-
ity of Vermont decision-makers might then be supportive
of either only public participation or public, nonpublic,
and proprietary participation.
Within the Board Member group, University of Ver-
mont Board of Trustee members who indicated a choice,
seemed to favor the only public category, whereas, Vermont
State Colleges Board of Trustee members were usually
divided evenly among the three options of: (1) only
public, (2) public and nonpublic, (3) public, nonpublic,
and proprietary.
Administrator decision-makers tended to divide
their choices among the options by public institution
representatives most frequently choosing the only public
option and nonpublic representatives choosing one or more
of the other options like public, nonpublic, and propri-
etary.
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Conclusions
. A majority of Vermont decision-makers
have expressed agreement in earlier findings, that:
A. A special in-state commission composed of prom-
inent laymen and educators from the state be
appointed to develop a statewide plan;
B. A statewide program review committee composed
of members drawn from the state's institutions
be established; and
C. A statewide technical advisory committee be
established to recommend to a coordinating
board procedures, formulas, and criteria for
performing the budget review function.
Since there is an absence of a majority of Vermont
decision-makers favoring any single type or level of par-
ticipation by public, nonpublic, and proprietary institu-
tions, the investigator has combined the responses of Ver-
mont decision-makers on committee participation with recom-
mendations of Glenny, ct al.
,
and suggested recommendations
in Chapter V for commi ttee structures to perform advisory
functions necessary for the effective operation of a coor-
dinating board.
/
XXVII. A MAJORITY OF VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS DO NOT SEE
A COORDINATING BOARD AS A SAFEGUARD OF INSTITUTIONAL AUTON-
OMY NOR DO THEY SEE A REDUCTION IN THE CONTROL OF INSTITU-
TIONS BY PRESIDENTS, DEANS, PROFESSORS, OR TRUSTEES WITH
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A COORDINATING BOARD. (Tables LXXV and LXXVI)
With 28 per cent of all decision-makers expressing
uncertainty, slightly more decision-makers envision the
coordination board as a safeguard of institutional autonomy
than a cause for its loss. Administrators, evenly divided
between public and nonpublic institutions, split on the
question. Board Members, especially members from the Uni-
versity of Vermont Board of Trustees, had the greatest
percentage of decision-makers who perceived the coordin-
ating board as a safeguard of institutional autonomy.
Twice as many Legislator decision-makers agreed that a
coordinating board is a safeguard of institutional auton-
omy compared to those who perceived the coordinating board
as a cause for the loss of institutional autonomy. How-
ever, the Legislator's level of uncertainty was the high-
est of any group in the study.
Less than one-half of the Administrator decision-
makers, evenly divided between public and nonpublic insti-
tutions, sensed a loss of control of institutions with the
advent of a coordinating board. Less than two-fifths of
the Board Member decision-makers, heavily represented by
members of the University of Vermont Board of Trustees,
recognized a loss of control and direction by institu-
tions with the presence of a coordinating board. One-
half of the Legislator decision-makers disagreed that the
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development of a board, commission, or council for pub-
lic postsecondary education in the State of Vermont would
result in an increase of control of institutions by insti-
tutional personnel. Uncertainty was disproportionately
high on the question of increased or decreased control
institutions with the advent of a coordinating board.
Conclusions
. Unlike the conclusions of Glenny
and Hurst who cite several case studies which support
the role of a coordinating board as a safeguard of insti-
tutional autonomy, Vermont decision-makers were unable to
offer a majority opinion to support Glenny and Hurst. 20
The majority of Vermont decision-makers do not
agree with Wilson that the development of boards, coun-
cils, and commissions to formulate policies for post-
secondary education make for the outside direction of
postsecondary education and tend to diminish the inside
direction of postsecondary education by professors, deans,
21presidents, and trustees.
The inability of Vermont decision-makers to ascer-
tain a strong opinion about institutional autonomy coupled
with the high level of uncertainty among decision-makers
is sufficient to allow the investigator to conclude that
20Glenny and Hurst, 0£. cit . , p. 38.
21Wilson, loc . cit .
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there needs to be more discussion among all decision-
makers focusing on the implications of having a coordin-
ating board m the State of Vermont. Publishing and dis-
tributing this study with its review of the literature and
bibliography should provide a resource document, but, open
hearings, debates, television, and media coverage extol-
ling the merits and pitfalls of statewide coordination
and planning would serve to increase awareness among the
state's citizenry.
Given the fierce competition for funds among state
agencies and the tight economic conditions nationally and
within the State of Vermont, hasty and short-lived deci-
sions are often made without consideration of long-term
consequences. Convincing the legislature that enacting
legislation to establish a coordinating board in order to
meet the fiscal demands and pressures of the day may be
accomplished without ever discussing the long-term con-
sequences. Glenny and Hurst ask the decision-makers to
think about the restrictions evoked by a coordinating
board in terms of the autonomy which actually existed
before coordination or the level of autonomy which could
exist in the future given legislative and gubernatorial
controls manifested by a tight economy and a shortage
of funds.
^
22Glenny and Hurst, ojd. cit .
,
p. 38.
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XXVIII. A MAJORITY OR VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS AGREE
THAT A COORDINATING BOARD SHOULD HAVE SOME EARMARKED FUNDS
WITH WHICH TO ENCOURAGE AND SUPPORT INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS.
(Table LXV)
Administrator and Board Member decision-makers
were highly supportive of setting aside some funds for
the coordinating board to encourage and support innova-
tive programs in the State of Vermont. The group which
is directly responsible for allocating a large segment of
public funds for postsecondary education, Legislators,
did not yield a majority who would agree with the con-
cept of earmarked funds for innovative programs; in fact,
one-fourth of the Legislator decision-makers would not set
aside funds for innovative programs.
Conclusions . Although a majority of Vermont deci-
sion-makers support special state funds for distribution
to innovative programs, those who would likely provide
the funds all need more convincing. In times of econ-
omic strife, innovative funds are often first casualties.
The investigator contends that innovative funds are essen-
tial to maintain the vitality of the curriculum of the
state's institutions, especially during periods of re-
trenchment and consolidation. Writers informing on state-
wide coordination and planning side with Administrator
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and Board Member decision-makers in this study.^ A
case for setting aside funds to encourage and sup-
port innovative programs in the state's institutions needs
to be made to legislators and state executives in the
State of Vermont. In the face of economic pressures, a
shortage of funds for the state services, and no state
plan for post secondary education, the task of convincing
the state's decision-makers to set aside innovative funds
will be extremely difficult.
XXIX. GIVEN THREE MEASURES WHICH SHOULD BE TAKEN FOR
FINANCING A COORDINATING BOARD, VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS
RANKED FIRST THE ELIMINATION OF EXISTING STAFFS WHO ARE
PERFORMING ESSENTIALLY THE SAME FUNCTIONS FOR THE UNI-
VERSITY OF VERMONT AND THE VERMONT STATE COLLEGES THAT
WOULD BE PERFORMED FOR THE SYSTEM AS A WHOLE BY THE STAFF
OF A COORDINATING BOARD. (Table LXXVIII)
Legislator decision-makers clearly supported the
elimination of duplicate functions as their first choice.
Administrator decision-makers, evenly divided between
public and nonpublic institutions, tied ranks between
eliminating duplicate functions and seeking additional
legislative appropriations. Board Member decision-makers,
23Glenny, et_ slL.
,
0£. cit . , p.
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evenly divided between the University of Vermont and the
Vermont State Colleges’ Boards of Trustees, selected
additional legislative appropriations as their first
choice but the elimination of duplicate staffs was a
very close second choice. The choice of seeking a larger
share of public support from the Federal treasury was con-
sidered a last option by a majority of Vermont decision-
makers .
Conclusions . The elimination of existing staffs
who are performing essentially the same functions for the
University of Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges that
would be performed for the system as a whole by the coor-
dinating board is a measure which is supported by a maj-
ority of Vermont decision-makers. A proposal to combine
the two public systems of postsecondary education would
certainly receive wider acceptability if it included an
elimination of duplicate functions between the coordin-
ating board and the two systems.
One must be wary of attempting to promote a pro-
posal for establishing a coordinating board on the basis
that it would cost the State of Vermont less money. Most
of the literature informing on statewide coordination and
planning suggests that a coordinating board would not
immediately save money. Rather, the emphasis should be
on controlled and planned growth of postsecondary education
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m Vermont m contrast to unchecked and costly investment
m the short-term which fails to allow for long-term needs
and consequences.
Realizing that most decision-makers might support
a proposal which provides the maximum benefits for the
minimum costs, the investigator believes that the focus
of a proposal for a coordinating board should stress the
benefits accrued to the citizenry of the State of Vermont
and not from savings expected by the establishment of a
coordinating board.
XX. A MAJORITY OF VERMONT DECISION-MAKERS AGREE THAT
PUBLIC POSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS IN VERMONT
HAVE REACHED THE POINT WHERE LEGISLATION IN THE FORM OF
A PROPOSAL TO COMBINE THE TWO SYSTEMS IS ESSENTIAL DUR-
ING THE 1973-74 LEGISLATIVE SESSION. (Table LXXVII)
Three out of five Administrator decision-makers,
evenly divided between public and nonpublic institutions,
and Legislator decision-makers supported the need to com-
bine the two systems of postsecondary education in Ver-
mont during the 1973-1974 legislative session. Slightly
greater objection to combining the two systems was gen-
erated by Vermont State Colleges' Board Members than
University of Vermont Board Members; less than one-half
of the Board Member decision-makers supported combining
the two systems. Uncertainty among one-quarter of the
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decision-makers was evidence of an unwillingness to commit
oneself in favor of or clearly against the proposed con-
cept .
Conclusions. One might conclude that if the deci-
sion-makers in this study were the majority required to
enact legislation, a proposal to combine the two public
systems of postsecondary education in Vermont would have
been passed by the 1973-1974 Legislature. Mere accept-
ability by decision-makers is not adequate justification
to conclude that a measure might have been enacted. Too
many hurdles exist in the legislative process of carrying
a bill from its point of origin to a final floor vote for
approval by the Legislature. Unless there is a high vis-
ibility among Vermont’s citizenry and the Legislature
coupled with a determination by legislative committee
members that a bill is politically feasible, a committee
roadblock could permanently detour any proposal to com-
bine the two public systems of postsecondary education
in Vermont. A good example of a legislative roadblock
was the introduction to the Vermont Senate in January,
1974, of a joint resolution calling for the establishment
of a postsecondary task force which would make a recom-
mendation to the Legislature on an organizational struc-
ture for Vermont's postsecondary institutions. The reso-
lution was never passed from the Senate Education Commit-
tee to the floor of the Senate for vote.
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The evidence is clear that substantial, prelim-
inary preparation and dialogue must occur among all par-
ties who are likely to be involved in or affected by
statewide coordination before the members of the Legis-
lature are asked to enact legislation creating yet another
structure in state government.
The intent of this study is to provide diverse
groups of decision-makers with a resource which identi-
fies problems, benefits, issues, research and other infor-
mation which may short-circuit "reaction" or accidental
change in favor of "preaction" or planned change.
CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
DELIMITATIONS
Chapter I of this study identified deliminations
.
To avoid possible misinterpretation of the investiga-
tor's intentions, it is important to remember that the
single-handed effort represented in this study should
not be interpreted as the sole directive for planning.
Rather, the value of this study might better be aimed at
providing diverse groups of decision-makers with informa-
tion to enlighten them on the problems of statewide coor-
dination and planning and to elicit some consensus about
closer harmony in addressing the needs for postsecondary
education in the State of Vermont. The significance of
thi-s study rests in how close the state's decision-makers
come to statewide coordination and planning using the
results of the study.
PURPOSE
The investigator's purpose in Chapter V is to pre-
sent conclusions and action recommendations which suggest
an organizational pattern or model for the State of Vermont
to consider in coordinating and planning postsecondary
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education within the state. The organizational pattern
relies on major findings and literature informing on state-
wide coordination and planning as primary resources coupled
with secondary influences such as environmental, historical,
and attitudinal factors within the state. Action recom-
mendations are presented to enable the citizenry and deci-
sion-makers of Vermont the opportunity to discuss the rec-
ommendations of this study and arrive at some consensus on
the coordination and planning of postsecondary education
for the State of Vermont.
Chapter I contains a definition of the term model
as envisioned by the investigator for the purposes of this
study. The model depicts an organizational structure for
planning and coordinating of postsecondary education in
Vermont which follows the general tenets of the Harcleroad
model presented in Appendix L. Role, scope, and functional
relationships of coordinating agencies, educational insti-
tutions, legislature, state government, selected state
agencies, and boards of trustees, suggested by this study
are used to describe the model.
Writers informing on principles of organizing for
statewide planning seem to agree that there is no merit
in using one common organizational model which may be
said to yield a common format for statewide planning.
Halstead, in particular, appears to have captured the
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essence of the issue; he affirms that:
There is no common agreement regarding the type of
organization that is most effective for statewideplanning. Each state must discover its own, based
on those experiences which determine the necessaryfunctional arrangement. The singular characteris-
tics of each state organization are generally the
result of a unique historical development—one that
reflects the traditions, values, and practices of not
only the higher education community, but also thepolitical process and the people. With rare exceptions,
the organisational pattern and operations are molded
y environmental i victors and attitudes within the state.Since such factors and attitudes very widely, the devel-
opment of a planning and coordinating system equally
acceptable and effective under different circumstances
is extremely unlikely. 1
INTRODUCTION
Credited in 1777 with adopting, ”... the first
Constitution in America which made provision for a complete
state system of education at the town, county, and state
2
university levels,"' Vermont appeared to assume an inno-
vative leadership role in the development of a comprehen-
sive state system of education in America. In 1786, how-
ever, the Vermont Constitution was amended and any mention
of the state’s original plan for a comprehensive system
of education was omitted.
In the early years before 1862, Vermont relied
1 ...
Kent D. Halstead, Statewide FIaiming in Higher
Education (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office,
1W), pp. 13-14.
p
‘Smallwood, 0£. cit .
,
Part I, p. 1.
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exclusively on private education at the postsecondary
level. The University of Vermont was chartered by the
General Assembly in 1791. 5 In 1829 University of Vermont
President, James Marsh, succeeded in changing the Uni-
versity of Vermont Charter taking its control out of the
Legislature and placing it in private hands/4 Despite
the linkage of the State Agricultural College to the
"private" University of Vermont in 1865 and the passage
of a bill in 1866 by the General Assembly authorizing the
establishment of the normal schools for the training of
teachers, it was not until 1956 that the state's direct
involvement in higher education was clearly evidenced.
With the advent of "tuition reduction" appropriations to
the University of Vermont in 1956, a new commitment to
higher education was evolved by the Legislature, thus
making the University of Vermont an instrumentality of
the state. In 1962 the Vermont State Colleges system
was created and in 1965 establishment of the Vermont
Student Assistance Corporation extended the state's
commitment and support for postsecondary education. Fin-
ancial support for post secondary education in Vermont
5Ibid.
4John J. Duffy (ed.), Coleridge's American Disci-
plines: Selected Correspondence of James Marsh (Amherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1973) i PP« 68-69.
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increased from $2.1 million in 1955 to $16.4 million in
1973 . 5
It is unfortunate that Vermont abandoned its early
historical commitment to a state system of postsecondary
education for now we have come full circle to a major
decision point for postsecondary education in the State
of Vermont. Fanned by the winds of imminent economic
recession, characterized by high inflation, reduction in
funds
,
and retrenchment actions
,
the spark of a compre-
hensive statewide system envisioned by Vermont's founding
fathers has been rekindled. Statewide coordination and
planning could develop into a major blaze unless controlled
by the logic and wisdom needed to determine the best long-
term solutions to the issues and problems plaguing Ver-
mont's institutions.
There are 24 postsecondary institutions in Vermont
serving approximately 28,000 persons a year. Collectively,
the number of institutions should be quite adequate to meet
the state's needs for access to postsecondary education.
If the desire is to preserve a dual system of postsecondary
education which encompasses the diversity of public and
^Vermont Facts and Figures 1975 ^ p. 269.
"The Statewide Plan as Submitted by the Advisory
Council on Two-Year Post-Secondary Education Programs,"
Table I-A. (Unpublished.)
nonpublic institutions, coordination of the state's needs
and available resources will inevitably result in some
competition for students, resources, and programs. One
should keep in mind that collective actions by public insti-
tutions in Vermont will have a marked effect on nonpublic
institutions and vice versa. No matter what system or
structure for the coordination and planning of postsecond-
ary education in Vermont is adopted, it is paramount that
an avenue be established and remain open to allow for rep-
resentation of both nonpublic and proprietary institutions
of postsecondary education.
The nascent trend in statewide coordination across
the nation is toward centralization of the state's insti-
tutions under a board with regulatory powers to determine
statewide policy and implement planning recommendations.
Cited by the Carnegie Commission is the fact that "In
the last few years, three additional states have brought
all their public institutions under single governing
boards, and other states are seriously considering this
n
approach.
"
r Berdahl lists fourteen coordinating boards
with regulatory powers and nineteen consolidated governing
boards, or a total of thirty-three boards of forty-six who
Q
possess regulatory powers over the state's institutions.'
7Carnegie Commission, o£. cit., p. 24.
Q
Berd.-ihl, 0£. cit .
,
p. 55 •
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Berdahl stresses that no state adopting the consolidated
governing board has changed it/
There is no state among the other five New England
states which does not possess either a coordinating board
with regulatory powers or a consolidated governing board/ 0
In Connecticut, for example, the Master Plan for Higher
Education in Connecticut 1974-1979 has included recommend-
ations considering the possibility of either a central-
ization of administration of all state-supported higher
education or a plan to intensify the planning and coor-
^*^k4on functions of the existing Commission for Higher
Education. The final recommendation was to strengthen the
existing structure because, "The present structure of the
state system of higher education, when compared with the
systems in other states, appears to provide their essen-
tial strengths and to avoid their major weaknesses
.
Utah, with nine state-supported universities and
colleges under a Coordinating Council of Higher Education,
encountered a dilemma similar to that of Connecticut, i.e.,
a lack of power to carry out its responsibilities. The
^Ibid.
,
p. .33*
1Q
Ibid
.
,
pp. 34-35.
11Master Plan for Higher Education in Connecticut
1974-1979 (Hartford: Commission for Higher Education,
197*0, p. 20.
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final recommendation in the Utah Master Plan for Higher
Education called for an increase in the authority of the
Coordinating Council rather than the adoption of a single
governing hoard. It was noted, however, that:
Were Utah starting afresh, the Council could agree
that, in theory, one all-powerful hoard should cer-
tainly he able to prevent the proliferation of insti-
tutions and of curricula within the institutions,
minimize unnecessary duplication of services and func-
tions, and eliminate wasteful competition for students
and legislative appropriations—as well as establish
an orderly plan for the entire state system.
Clearly, the preference of Utah's decision-makers was to
preserve institutional hoards of concerned citizens to
avoid the danger that smaller schools might he neglected
in dealing with the numerous problems of the larger schools
and the administrative detail normally performed by the
institutional hoards which could hog down a single gov-
erning hoard and reduce its effectiveness. Another danger
with a single hoard was the possibility that a standard-
ized format would tend to destroy the vital individuality
of the different institutions while creating problems in
academic freedom and student involvement.
The lessons of experience by other states help
bring into focus Vermont's dilemma. Vermont needs and
desires a statewide coordinating and planning agency with
^Utah Master Plan for Higher Education - A Working
Document (Salt Lake City: Coordinating Council of Higher
Education, 1969) » P* 177-
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power to establish a statewide policy leaving intact the
autonomy of individual institutions to implement that pol-
icy. The organizational pattern suggested by this study
is designed to maximize the benefits of statewide plan-
ning and coordination for Vermont decision-makers while
minimizing the dangers that might emerge for Vermont's
decision-makers in establishing a regulatory board with
powers to coordinate postsecondary education in the State
of Vermont.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions and recommendations are presented in
the same format used by the investigator to present the
analysis of the data and summary of major findings. A
two column format is designed to facilitate understanding
of the conclusions and recommendations by legislators,
citizens, government officials, and other intended users
of the study. The order of presentation is (1) General
Opinions, (2) Organization and Coordination, (3) Scope,
Role, and Functions of Statewide Coordination and Plan-
ning.
Conclusion Recommended Action(s)
General Opinions
I. Postsecondary educa- I. Vermont's public in-
tion in Vermont is defined stitutions of postsecondary
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by most Vermont decision-
makers as a right guaran-
teed to all Vermonters who
aspire and have completed
high school or its equiva-
lent. (Finding #1)
Despite the stated
openness of Vermont's pub-
lic postsecondary institu-
tions, a significant gap
exists for Vermonters be-
tween aspiration for educa-
tion and actual enrollments
in Vermont's public insti-
tutions.
II. The State of Vermont
is not receiving its full
education need:
1) to do a better job
for Vermonters in closing
the gap between aspiration
for education and actual
enrollment. Actions by col-
leges to increase enroll-
ment for all Vermonters
who aspire should be sup-
ported by legislators, and
public and nonpublic col-
lege administrators.
2) Board members serv-
ing on the Vermont State
Colleges and the University
of Vermont Boards of Trus-
tees, however, should be
asked to reaffirm support
for their stated admission
policies.
II. Vermont educators
must
:
1 ^
Ted Bradshaw, Charlotte Hanna, and Steven Hoch-
schild, "Postsecondary Education Access Study Part III -
High School Graduates Follow-up Study" (September 16,
1974), Chart P, p. 55-
value from the funds which
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l) attempt to identify
are being invested in post— and measure values for post-
secondary education. (Find- secondary education using a
mg #11) common denominator which
The present downward citizens and legislators
spiral in the percentage alike can understand.
of the state's revenues Management tools like
which are allocated to post- Planning, Programming, and
secondary education is a Budgeting Systems should be
testimony to the declining used in conjunction with a
priority of postsecondary common management informa-
education in comparison
'1 h
to other state needs.
tion system as an aid to all
Vermont public institutions
in defining outcomes using
common information and pro-
cedures .
An agency or coordin-
ating board with authority
to regulate all public post-
secondary education must:
1) develop and imple-
ment a statewide, comprehen-
sive, compatible, management
14 I1Tr imz ii oco
"Vermont Facts and Figures 1973/' P» 269-
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information system for the
III. A majority of Ver-
mont decision-makers pre-
fer coordination of post-
secondary education in
purposes of planning and
operations for the Board
and for the institutions.
A management program
like WICHE-PMS* allows for
comparisons of data out-
puts across state lines
and among the state's insti-
tutions
.
2) establish an inter-
institutional committee of
top officers who whould be
charged with recommending
a permanent advisory organ-
ization to the Board for
developing a management
information system among
Vermont's institutions.
III. Executive Order No. 36
*
which established the Ver-
mont Higher Education Plan-
ning Commission as a
*Western Interstate Commission on Higher Education-
Program Management System.
Vermont by a coordin-
ating board rather than
the executive branch
of state government.
(Finding #111)
The establishment of
the Vermont Higher Educa-
tion Planning Commission
by the Governor using Ex-
ecutive Order is an initial
indication that the execu-
tive branch of government
will act to force coordin-
ation of postsecondary edu-
cation in Vermont if no bet-
ter vehicle for planning and
coordination is offered.
Members of the Vermont High-
er Education Planning Com-
mission which is advisory
to the Governor is seeking
legislative approval as the
planning mechanism for post-
secondary education in Ver-
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commission advisory to the
Governor, fails to provide
sufficient powers for it
to pursue statewide plan-
ning without statutory
approval
.
The Vermont Higher
Education Planning Commis-
sion should be empowered to
develop a statewide plan
under the authority of a
coordinating board with
powers defined by statute.
Statewide planning by
the Vermont Higher Educa-
tion Planning Commission
under the authority of a
coordinating board should
engage in continuous, not
periodic state planning.
mont
.
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No coordination or
voluntary coordination are
not acceptable choices for
The expectation that
voluntary coordination will
satisfy Vermont decision-
postsecondary education in
Vermont
.
Some type of board or
agency should be established
in the State of Vermont to
coordinate and plan post-
secondary education. (Find-
ing #IV)
makers is no longer a via-
ble excuse for the state's
failing to confront the need
for a mechanism to plan and
coordinate postsecondary ed-
ucation in Vermont.
Vermont decision-mak-
ers should carefully exam-
ine the relative merits and
impact on the State of Ver-
mont of either a single
board or a coordinating
board and enact legislation
to legitimize a board to
coordinate and plan for
postsecondary education in
the State of Vermont.
Organization and Coordination
V. More Vermont decision- V. Literature informing
makers would choose a single on statewide coordination
board for public postsecond- and planning, the investi-
ary education institutions gator's findings, and the
in contrast to a coordin—
ating board which retains
existing public boards of
trustees. (Finding #V)
Supported as advan-
tages of a single board
were the statements that
one board with strong pow-
ers will effectively unify
the system of public post-
secondary education and will
compel the adoption and im-
plementation of a statewide
plan for postsecondary edu-
cation. A third advantage-
that one board does not need
authority with other local
governing boards—is strongly
supported by Administrators
and Board Members but only
one-half of the Legislators
in the study.
To be considered as draw-
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nature of Vermont's educa-
tional system suggest that
Vermont establish a single
board for all public insti-
tutions of postsecondary
education.
Existing boards of trus
tees would be eliminated or
could be combined to form
the single board with approx
imately one-half the total
members of both boards com-
bined.
Administrative respon-
sibility for the public sys-
tem would be provided to a
chancellor and to presidents
or agency heads for each
institution or other struc-
ture in the system.
backs to a single board are
statements exacted from
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writers informing on state-
wide coordination and plan-
ning that:
1) there is no evidence
derived from the literature
showing that single boards
are more effective than
coordinating boards in con-
serving resources, control-
ling programs, and in other
operations;
2) single boards have
a direct effect on nonpub-
lic institutions through
public planning but with-
out nonpublic participation;
3) single boards are
usually more difficult to
create because of contro-
versies that surface when
existing boards are proposed
for elimination;
4) a single board meets
the needs of only the public
institutions
.
Generally, the trend
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among those informing on
the literature favors a
coordinating hoard versus
a single hoard except for,
'
• • . states that have
few educational institu-
tions, little population
growth, and modest indus-
trialization."^ Utah,
West Virginia, and Maine
are three states which
most recently opted for a
single hoard. Signifi-
cantly noted hy Glenny,
et al.
,
is the fact that
single hoards often devote
so much effort to gover-
nance and ministerial duties
that the hoard is left with
little time to devote to
iZ
long-range planning.
Recommendations in this
study stress the expected
15^Glenny, et_ al
.
,
ojd. cit
.
,
p. 3*
^°Ihid.
,
p. 4.
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"benefits of a single
board yet provide alter-
natives to several expected
drawbacks of a single board.
The establishment of VI. The findings and con
a coordinating board for
Vermont which places a new
board above the existing
University and State Col-
leges Boards of Trustees,
is favored by one-third
of the decision-makers in
the study. (Finding #VI)
Arguments supported
by Vermont decision-makers
electing a coordinating
board structure are
:
1) A coordinating
board acts as an umbrella
allowing a variety of
agencies, commissions, and
institutions to be placed
under its jurisdiction.
Except within the Legis-
lator group, a majority of
Vermont decision-makers see
elusions of this study are
not sufficient to recommend
that postsecondary education
institutions and the State
of Vermont would be best
served by the establish-
ment of a coordinating board
superimposed above existing
governing boards.
an advantage in having
an agency like Vermont
Student Assistance Cor-
poration under a coordin-
ating board.
2) Majority support
was expressed for the advan-
tage of a coordinating
board as satisfying Fed-
eral demands for represen-
tation on state 1202 commis-
sions like Vermont's High-
er Education Planning Com-
mission.
5) Although coordin-
ating boards are expected
to be easier to establish
than single boards, only
the Legislative group fav-
oring a coordinating board
felt that it would be rela-
tively easy to establish a
coordinating board.
4) There is a lack of
consensus among the groups
that a coordinating board
would be more acceptable
to the state's institutions
in contrast to a single
board.
A major disadvantage
of establishing a coordin-
ating board for Vermont with
its relatively simple educa-
tional structure is the addi-
tion of one more layer of
structure without the elim-
ination of existing structures.
Because the number of
nonpublic institutions in
Vermont outnumber public insti-
tutions by three to one, it
would be extremely difficult
to empower the coordinating
board with the minimum powers
for coordination like approv-
ing new programs and the col-
lection of common information
from the nonpublic institutions.
Unless the nonpublic institu-
tions in Vermont receive a
substantial amount of public
VII
funds, the coordinating
hoard would not possess
the necessary leverage to
collect data for planning
and coordination or to
regulate the nonpublic
institutions.
States outside Vermont
have devised mechanisms to
coordinate the public in-
stitutions and to provide
representation on an advis-
ory basis for the nonpublic
institutions, e.g., Maine.
A board, acting as
an intermediary between
the state's institutions
and the legislative and
executive branches of state
government
,
can serve the
interests of all parties
and still maintain the con-
fidence of all parties.
(Finding #VII)
VII. A single board should
serve an intermediary role
interpreting to the various
parties the interests, needs,
and goals of each party,
whatever the issue might be.
The chancellor should
serve as spokesman for the
state's postsecondary edu-
cational needs.
Legislator decision-
makers were most strongly
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supportive that a hoard,
could serve in the inter-
mediary role. The success
of a hoard in assuming the
intermediary role rests
primarily on the leadership
of the hoard and the person
named as chancellor to rep-
resent the hoard.
. Insufficient opin- VIII
ion was expressed hy de-
cision-makers relative to
the benefits of having a
single hoard for the in-
vestigator to present
meaningful conclusions.
What is certain, however,
is that a deeper under-
standing of coordination
and planning is needed hy
Vermont decision-makers
in order for them to form-
ulate meaningful and im-
portant conclusions or to
vote for or against the
establishment of a single
An educational aware-
ness campaign endeavor aimed
at Vermont's decision-makers
and citizenry on the benefits
and drawbacks of statewide
coordination and planning is
necessary before a single
hoard is created and accepted
Contrary to supporting
literature, Vermont deci-
sion-makers do not perceive
as benefits of a single
board an improved posture
for postsecondary educa-
tion in the eyes of legis-
lators and state officers
or greater financial
board for postsecondary
education in Vermont.
The scenario for
Vermont with the presence
of one board as seen by the
majority of decision-mak-
ers is that tensions among
institutions would be dim-
inished and there would
not be an increase in com-
petition for funds among
the institutions. Insti-
tutions, however, were not
perceived as becoming bet-
ter off financially under
one board. Even though
public attention would
focus on a system versus
individual institutions
in the system, the result-
ant disposition of legis-
lators and state officers
toward postsecondary edu-
cation would be less fav-
orable than without the
board's presence.
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stability for institutions.
The changed focus of
attention from the institu-
tions to a system of post-
secondary education was
accepted as a board bene-
fit .
IX.
36?
Provided that none of IX. A single Board* for coor
the agencies or institu-
tions to be coordinated
possess constitutional
powers, the best path for
establishing a single board
in the State of Vermont is
to request legislative ap-
proval and statutory legal
status for powers author-
ized to operate the board.
(Finding #IX)
X. Strong agreement by
Vermont decision-makers was
given for providing regu-
latory rather than advisory
powers to a coordinating
board. Regulatory powers
should be specifically
defined by statute. (Find-
ing #X)
The Vermont Higher Edu-
cation Planning Commission
dinating and planning post-
secondary education in Ver-
mont should be legally es-
tablished by statute rather
than by constitutional amend-
ment or incorporation.
X. Specifically defined
regulatory powers must accom-
pany enabling legislation
which establishes a coor-
dinating board for post-
secondary education in Ver-
mont .
*Board hereafter refers to a single Board of Trus-
tees for public postsecondary education in Vermont.
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with its existing advisory
powers is not a satisfac-
tory mechanism for the
coordination and planning
of postsecondary education
for the State of Vermont.
XI. Vermont decision-mak-
ers expressed a consensus
that state government is
reluctant to give signifi-
cant powers to boards com-
posed primarily of insti-
tutional representatives.
(Finding #XI)
The most acceptable
choice among Vermont deci-
sion-makers of the compo-
sition of a coordinating
board is to have a major-
ity of citizens-at-large
.
Members of a single Board,
appointed by the Governor,
should be confirmed by the
Vermont Senate to serve
overlapping terms of not
less than six years nor
XI. A single Board for
postsecondary education in
Vermont should consist of a
majority of citizens-at-
large appointed by the Gov-
ernor and confirmed by the
Vermont Senate to serve
minimum six-year terms and
maximum nine-year terms.
If legislation to
\
create a board calls for
institutional representa-
tives, at least one Univer-
sity of Vermont and one
Vermont State Colleges'
representative should
serve along with one rep-
resentative from a govern-
ing board of the state's
nonpublic institutions.
more than nine years
.
(Finding #XII)
If institutional or
agency representatives
serve on a single Board,
it should include at least
one public institutional
representative from each
system of institutions who
is subject to the board's
powers and one lay repre-
sentative from a governing
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The Vermont Higher Educa-
tion Council should be
asked to nominate the non-
public representative.
board of the state's non-
public institutions. (Find-
ing #XIII)
XII. There would not be XII.
strong resistance from
Vermont decision-makers
if a single Board advo-
cated the establishment
of statewide student
,
faculty, and administra-
tive committees to advise
the board on matters con-
cerning general welfare
of the state's postsecondary
New committees or exist-
ing committees, commissions,
or councils should be des-
ignated by legislation as
advisory to the single
Board with each representing
a faculty, student, or admin-
istrative constituency.
XIII.
370
education system.
(Finding #XIV)
Existing structures
in Vermont like the Ver-
mont Higher Education
Council, the Governor's
Commission on Student
Affairs, Vermont Student
Lobby, American Federation
of Teachers
,
and American
Association of University
Professors are groups which
could be asked to serve an
advisory role to the board.
The structures in XIII. Structures in the State
of Vermont which should be
placed under the powers
granted to a coordinating
board are:
1) the University of
Vermont, Vermont State Col-
leges, including Community
College of Vermont and Ver-
mont Technical College;
2) the Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation;
Vermont which decision-
makers most certainly
agree should be placed
under a coordinating
board are the University
of Vermont and the Vermont
State Colleges, including
Community College of Ver-
mont and Vermont Technical
College.
Existing structures
in the State of Vermont
which decision-makers
believe are likely to win
support for placement un-
der a coordinating board
are the Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation,
the Vermont Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Commis-
sion, and certain func-
tions of the State Depart-
ment of Education like
certification of Ver-
mont's postsecondary edu-
cation institutions.
Existing structures
in the state which deci-
sion-makers feel are not
likely to win support for
placement under a coordin-
ating board are the non-
public and proprietary
institutions and the Ver-
mont Higher Education
Council
.
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3 ) the Vermont Higher
Education Facilities Commis-
sion;
4) the responsibility
for certification of Ver-
mont's new and existing post-
secondary education institu-
tions .
Deserving of considera-
tion for placement under the
state's postsecondary educa-
tion board are:
1) Educational Televi-
sion;
2) Vermont Educational
and Health Buildings Finance
Agency;
3) the responsibilities
for approval of educational
institutions conducting vo-
cational training.
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"The Interim Report
Governor's Blue Ribbon Com-
mission on Higher Education"
identified a serious problem
of fragmented planning re-
sulting from overlapping
responsibilities assigned
to eight major boards, com-
missions, councils, and
17
agencies. Vermont deci-
sion-makers agree that the
postsecondary education
functions of at least five
of the eight structures
could be coordinated by
the state's one coordin-
ating board.
Not included in this
study but deserving of con-
sideration as structures to
be placed under the coordin-
ating board are:
1) Educational Television;
Interim Report Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission
on Higher Education," p. 1.
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2) Vermont Educational
and Health Buildings Finance
Agency;
3) the State Depart-
ment of Education's powers
to act as the state approval
agency for educational insti-
tutions conducting vocational
training.
Scope, Role, and Functions of
a Statewide Educational Coor-
dinating Board
"
XIV. Planning; XIV.
There is no doubt
that Vermont decision-
makers support writers
informing on statewide
coordination and planning
who observe that compre-
hensive statewide plan-
ning is a first and
essential element of any
statewide coordinating
board. (Finding #XVIII)
Once planning is accom-
plished, a vehicle is needed
Planning;
A coordinating board for
postsecondary education in
the State of Vermont should
be empowered by specific leg-
islative statute to estab-
lish and maintain an up-to-
date master plan which shall
include but not be limited to
1) statewide planning of
public postsecondary educa-
tion in terms of aims, pur-
poses, and objectives of the
system as a whole;
to implement the plan and
effect an assessment of
the means used and the
progress made. There is
no value in developing a
statewide plan for post-
secondary education in
Vermont without creating
a hoard empowered to accept,
implement and re-evaluate
the plan to become opera-
tional .
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2) establishing and
defining the role and pro-
grams of each institution
within the system;
3) establishing criteria
for and determination of the
future needs and require-
ments for new programs and
new institutions and/or the
elimination, curtailment,
or consolidation of exist-
ing programs and facilities;
4) establishing criteria
for and determination of op-
erating and capital budget-
ary needs of each institu-
tion and the system as a
whole
;
5) recommending meth-
ods and sources of future
financial support of the
system;
6) establishing pro-
cedures for the develop-
ment of maximum utiliza-
tion of existing facilities
XV. Goals and objectives
stated for individual in-
stitutions in the State of
Vermont must be considered
secondary to statewide
goals embodying the pub-
lic interest. (Finding
#XIX)
Vermont decision-
makers seem to accept
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as suggested by space util-
ization studies;
7) establishing cri-
teria for and determination
of a comprehensive, state-
wide management information
system.
The board should be
responsible for and empow-
ered to do all things nec-
essary for the effective
implementation of the state-
wide master plan as adopted
and revised by the board
from time to time.
XV. Statewide system goals
which embody the public in-
terest must take precedence
over the goals of indiv-
idual institutions in the
system.
The development of new
institutional goals and ob-
jectives must conform to
goals, objectives, and par-
ameters identified for thethe fact that when
XVI.
statewide goals conflict
with institutional plans,
the statewide goal should
prevail
.
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system.
Institutions should
participate in the identi-
fication and establishment
of system goals, objectives,
and parameters.
Contrary to writers XVI. Public, nonpublic, and
informing on statewide
planning, Vermont deci-
sion-makers would restrict
planning activity to the
public institutions of
Vermont without involv-
ing the nonpublic or pro-
prietary institutions.
(Finding #XX)
It is suggested by
the literature that the
total of postsecondary
education must be the
scope of planning activ-
ity.
proprietary institutions in
Vermong should be regulated
or be presented with recom-
mendations for regulation
by the statewide planning
mechanism.
The activities of
the Vermont Higher Edu-
cation Planning Commission
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include the coordination
of public and nonpublic
resources in the State
of Vermont.
Despite resistance
toy Legislative and Board
Member decision-makers in
the State of Vermont,
activities of decision-
makers in the State of
Vermont would seem to sup-
port the findings of Glenny,
et ad
. ,
that public, non-
public, and proprietary
institutions in Vermont
should be regulated or
be presented with recom-
mendations for regulation
by a statewide planning
'I R
mechanism.
It is worth noting
that a legislatively em-
powered planning mechanism
"^Glenny, et_ al
. ,
p. 10.
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XVII.
has no real jurisdiction
over nonpublic or propri—
etary institutions; con-
sequently, one must rely
on the good will of non-
public and proprietary
institutions to follow
recommendations estab-
lished by a planning mech-
anism in Vermont.
A clear schism XVII
exists between writers
informing on statewide
planning and Vermont
decision-makers on the
choice of who should
develop a statewide
plan. Writers advocate
planning by a group of
professionals like the
coordinating board and
its staff, while Vermont
decision-makers prefer
planning by an in-state
commission composed of
prominent laymen and
A single Board should be
empowered by Legislature with
the legal responsibility to
review, implement, evaluate,
and oversee the development
of a comprehensive statewide
plan for postsecondary edu-
cation in Vermont.
The Vermont Higher Edu-
cation Planning Commission
should continue to operate
but in an advisory capacity
to the board with a specific
charge by the board to devel-
op and update a comprehensive
statewide plan for
educators.
The Vermont Higher
Education Planning Commis-
is constituted with
conformity to the opin-
ions of Vermont decision-
makers and is broadly rep-
resentative of all segments
of postsecondary education.
There is no need to estab-
lish a new, special, in-
state commission for edu-
cational planning. The
record of legislative sup-
port for recommendations
of education commissions
in the past is poor, yet
the Legislator group is
most accepting of the
commission approach to
developing a statewide
plan for postsecondary
education.
Two findings of this
study reveal why the Vermont
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postsecondary education in
the State of Vermont.
Under no circumstances,
should the Vermont Legis-
lature act to establish a
commission to plan without
acting to establish a single
Board with powers to imple-
ment, evaluate, and modify
the recommendations of the
planning commission.
Study committees of
commission members and the
community-at-large should
be formed to consider ques-
tions in areas designated by
the commission. Study com-
mittees should develop fac-
tual information, prepare a
report
,
and recommend spec-
ific action to the commis-
sion. Study committees
might be formed for:
1) Goals and Objectives
2) Management Information
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Higher Education Plan-
ning Commission, as con-
stituted, does not meet
the requirements for an
ac c eptab 1 e , independent
mechanism for developing
a statewide plan. State
governments are reluctant
to give significant pow-
ers to boards composed
primarily of institutional
representatives. (Finding
#XI) The commission does
not have a majority of
citizens-at-large and the
members were not confirmed
by the Vermont Senate.
(Finding #XII)
3) Faculty
4) Continuing Education,
Summer Study, and
Public Services
5) Finance
6) Governance
7) Enrollment, Admis-
sions, and Retention
8) Research and Graduate
Education
9) Student Personnel
10) Curriculum and Insti-
tutional Roles
11) Supporting Services.
A governor's conference
should be convened with edu-
cators and leading citizens
to hear and discuss the state
plan prior to its acceptance
by the board.
Regional Advisory Com-
mittees composed of citizens
in close proximity to each of
the state's institutions
should be established to
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XVIII
4
Program Review XVIII
The review of edu-
cational programs within
the state's institutions
is an appropriate and
essential function for a
single Board according to
Vermont decision-makers.
A statewide review
committee composed of mem-
bers of the state's insti-
tutions should be used
in an advisory role to the
board for the implementa-
tion of the program review
hear and discuss the issues
in the plan affecting each
of the state's institutions.
A minimum two-year time-
table and planning cycle
should be proposed for the
development, discussion, and
final adoption of the state-
wide plan for postsecondary
education in Vermont.
Program Review
The review of educational
programs in the state's insti-
tutions is an essential and
appropriate function for the
single Board.
Legal powers for the
addition of new educational
programs and the reallocation
or the discontinuance of
existing programs in the
state's postsecondary edu-
cation institutions should
be given to the single Board.
The right to determine
function. (Finding #XXII)
Adding new education-
al programs and the reallo-
cation or discontinuance
of existing educational
programs in the state's
postsecondary institutions,
are legal powers that
should he given to a coor-
dinating hoard. (Finding
#XXIII)
There is general agree-
ment among those informing
on the literature that a
coordinating hoard has no
business deciding new courses
for institutions. Except
for Administrators, a major-
ity of Vermont decision-
makers do not recognize the
loss of institutional auton-
omy hy abdicating the right
to decide new courses. (Find-
ing #XXIII)
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new courses for institutions
should he a power retained
by the institution and not
abdicated to the hoard.
Implementation of the
program review function
should he performed hy a
statewide review composed
of members of the state's
institutions and advisory
to the single Board.
XIX. Budget Review XIX
Budget review of the
state's institutional bud-
gets is a function which a
majority of Vermont decision-
makers assert belongs to a
coordinating board. (Find-
ing #XXIC)
Less certainty exists
among Vermont decision-makers
on the procedures for per-
forming the budget review
function. Legislators,
especially, require more
convincing that statewide
technical advisory commit-
tees should establish pro-
cedures, formulas, and cri-
teria for the budget review
task. (Finding #XXIV)
The majority of Vermont
decision-makers believe
that individual institu-
tional budget requests
should be granted review
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Budget Review
The review of institu-
tional budgets of the state's
institutions is an appropri-
ate and essential function
for a single Board.
A single Board should
consider establishing one or
two interinstitutional tech-
nical committees to advise
the board and aid in the de-
velopment of a budget review
procedure.
Before the Governor and
the Legislature decide on
funding levels or patterns
for postsecondary education:
1) the single Board should
make its budget recommendations;
2) individual institutional
budget requests should be heard
by the board at a public meet-
ing; and
3) both the individual
institution's budget request
384
by the single Board and
also be sent along with
the board's budget recom-
mendation to the Governor
and the Legislature to
separately review if
desired.
Although a majority
of Vermont decision-makers
did not agree, writers in-
forming on statewide coor-
dinating and planning sug-
gest that the staffs of the
single Board and the indi-
vidual institutions should
agree on a final, proposed
budget before the Governor
and the Legislature make
any budgetary decisions.
(Finding #XXV)
XX. Since there is an
absence of a majority of
Vermont decision-makers
favoring any single type
or level of participation
and the single Board request
should be made available to
the Governor and the Legis-
lature
.
If possible, the staffs
of institutions and the
board's staff should agree
on a proposed institutional
budget request before the
Governor and the Legislature
decide on funding levels.
A new statewide committee
should be created or existing
agencies, councils, or com-
missions designated by leg-
islation to advise the single
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by public, nonpublic, and
proprietary institutions,
the investigator has com-
bined the responses of
Vermont decision-makers
with recommendations of
Glenny, et al.
As a major planning
committee, there is no
reason why the Vermont
Higher Education Plan-
ning Commission cannot
serve the function of a
statewide planning and
advisory committee. The
Commission is broadly rep-
resentative of the public-
at-large and public, non-
public, and proprietary
postsecondary education
in Vermont. Opposition
to the Vermont Higher
Education Planning Com-
mission as a major plan-
ning committee of the
Board.
The Vermont Higher Edu-
cation Planning Council should
serve the function of the
major statewide planning com-
mittee
.
Statewide technical ad-
visory committees should in-
volve members from public,
nonpublic, and proprietary
institutions
.
The Vermont Higher Edu-
cation Council should be
designated to serve as a
presidents’ advisory coun-
cil to the single Board.
Public, nonpublic, and
proprietary representation is
recommended for a statewide
committee responsible to
recommend policies to a
single Board on awarding
state funds for postsecond-
ary education.
Agency, institution,
coordinating board might
be expected from some
Board Member and Legisla-
tor decision-makers as
indicated in Table LXXIII.
Statewide technical
advisory committees should
be composed of members
drawn from public, non-
public, and proprietary
institutions according to
40 per cent of Vermont
decision-makers in Table
LXXI. Opposition to in-
volving nonpublic and pro-
prietary institutions on
technical advisory commit-
tees might be expected from
Board Members and a minor-
ity of Legislator decision-
makers .
The Vermont Higher Edu-
cation Council, consisting of
Vermont's twenty-four college
presidents, is identified in
this study as a structure
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or special interest group
appointment to statewide
committees advisory to the
single Board should be made
on the basis of function
and committee purpose.
which is not likely to
win support for placement
under a coordinating hoard.
There should be no objec-
tion, therefore, to legit-
imizing the Vermont Higher
Education Council as a
presidents' advisory com-
mittee for the single Board.
Combining the findings in
Tables XXXXII and LXXII,
one may surmise that Admin-
istrator decision-makers
would likely support the
idea whereas Board Member
decision-makers would favor
including the Vermont High-
er Education Council under
the powers granted to the
board and allow only public
institutions to advise the
board in the form of a pres-
idents' advisory committee.
Legislator decision-makers
appear to equivocate when
it comes to expressing an
opinion on where the Higher
Education Council belongs
in the state's postsecond-
ary education structure.
It is quite clear
that any committee which
is responsible to recommend
policies to a single Board
for awarding state funds
to postsecondary educa-
tional institutions in the
State of Vermont should be
carefully constituted. A
finding of this study is
that the Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation is
likely to win support from
Vermont decision-makers as
a structure to be included
under the powers granted
to a single Board. Legis-
lator and Board Member
decision-makers opine sup-
port for public only rep-
resentation on a committee
to advise the board on
policies and conditions
for allocation of state
funds to postsecondary
education* Administrator
decision-makers, on the
other hand, favor public,
nonpublic, and proprietary
representation—a viewpoint
shared by the writers in-
forming on statewide coor-
dination and planning.
Since the Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation is
likely to be acceptable to
Vermont decision-makers if
included under the powers
granted to a single Board,
it should be either admin-
istered directly by the
single Board or the single
Board should have it under
its coordinative powers.
It, therefore, would not
appear incongruous to allow
public, nonpublic, and pro-
prietary institutional mem-
bership on any committee
which recommends policies
or conditions under which
state funds are given to
postsecondary education
institutions in the State
of Vermont.
Omission of agencies,
institutions, or special
interest groups from mem-
bership on committees advis-
ory to a single Board is not
intended to express exclus-
ivity; rather, it is pre-
sumed that elementary, sec-
ondary, vocational, tech-
nical, and other levels of
education should be included
depending on the function
and purpose of committees
as they are established.
(Finding #XXVI)
XXI. Vermont decision- XXI.
makers were unable to
offer a majority opinion
that a coordinating board
is a safeguard of insti-
tutional autonomy nor do
they see a reduction in
the control of institu-
tions by presidents, deans,
professors, or trustees
with a single Board. (Find-
ing #XXVII)
Given the fierce com-
petition for funds among
state agencies, and the
tight economic conditions
nationally and within the
State of Vermont, hasty
and short-lived decisions
are often made without
consideration of long-run
consequences. Writers
informing on the litera-
ture are asking decision-
makers to think about the
391
There is a clear need
for more informed discus-
sion among all decision-
makers in the State of Ver-
mont focusing on the impli-
cations of having a post-
secondary board in the state.
Open hearings, debates, tele-
vision, and media coverage
extolling the merits and pit-
falls of statewide coordina-
tion and planning are rec-
ommended to increase aware-
ness among the state's cit-
izenry.
The investigator strongly
recommends that decision-mak-
ers view coordination in terms
of the level of autonomy which
actually exists now and which
could exist in the future
given legislative and gub-
ernatorial controls manifested
by a tight economy and a short
age of funds
.
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XXII.
restrictions evoked by a
single Board in terms of
the autonomy which actu-
ally existed before coor-
dination or the level of
autonomy which could exist
in the future given legis-
lative and gubernatorial
controls manifested by a
tight economy and shortage
of funds.
^
Although a majority XXII
of Vermont decision-mak-
ers support the distribu-
tion of state funds to
sustain innovative pro-
grams in the state's insti-
tutions, those legislators
who provide the funds will
need more convincing.
(Finding #XXVIII)
Innovative funds needed
to maintain vitality of the
A strong case needs to
be made to legislators and
state executives for setting
aside special funds to en-
courage and support innova-
tive programs in the state's
institutions
.
19Glenny and Hurst, o£. cit . , p. 38
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XXIII
curriculum in the state’s
institutions are essential.
The task of convincing the
state's decision-makers to
set aside innovative funds
may expect to encounter
significant resistance in
the State of Vermont.
A proposal to com- XXIII
hine the two public sys-
tems of postsecondary edu-
cation would receive wider
acceptability if it included
an elimination of duplicate
functions between the board
and the two systems.
One must be chary of
attempting to promote a
proposal for establishing
a coordinating board on the
basis that it would cost
the State of Vermont less
money. Most of the lit-
erature suggests that a
coordinating board would
. Savings realized by the
elimination of existing staffs
who are performing essentially
the same functions for the
University of Vermont and the
Vermont State Colleges that
would be needed for staff-
ing the single Board, should
be used to finance the single
Board.
Seeking additional leg-
islative appropriations or a
larger share of the Federal
treasury are not acceptable
to Vermont decision-makers
as methods for funding a
single Board.
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XXIV
not immediately save
money. Rather, the
emphasis should be on
controlled and planned
growth of postsecondary
education in Vermont in
contrast to unchecked and
costly investment in the
short-term which fails to
allow for long-term needs
and consequences. (Find-
ing #XXIX)
, A majority of Ver-
mont decision-makers agree
that public postsecondary
educational institutions
in Vermont have reached
the point where legisla-
tion in the form of a pro-
posal to combine the two
public systems of post-
secondary education would
have been passed by the
1973-74 Legislature.
When asked to pass on
XXIV. Ample support exists
among a majority of Vermont's
decision-makers to seriously
consider a legislative pro-
posal combining the Vermont
State Colleges and the Uni-
versity of Vermont under a
single Board.
Ample uncertainty exists
among Vermont decision-makers
to warrant substantial pre-
liminary preparation and
dialogue among all parties
9- 3 o i n't resolution intro-
duced to the Vermont Sen-
ate in January, 1974, to
establish a postsecondary
task force, the Senate
Education Committee failed
to bring the bill to the
floor of the Senate for
vote.
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who are likely to be involved
in or affected by statewide
coordination
Information exchange
and sharing among Vermont’s
decision-makers should occur
before the Legislature is
asked to create yet another
structure in state govern-
ment. The intent of this
study is to provide a re-
source which identifies
problems, issues, benefits,
research, and other infor-
mation which may short-
circuit accidental change
in favor of planned change.
If used in accordance with
the investigator's intent,
this study could result in
planned change for the coor-
ination of postsecondary
education in the State of
Vermont
.
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Facilities Commission
IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
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Looking back in the study at the assumptions made
by the investigator, one apparent discrepancy is worth
mentioning. An assumption was made that the nature of
the manifested responses in the questionnaire would be
an accurate reflection of the respondents’ beliefs and
ultimate behavior. Recent public statements by some res-
pondents, on occasion, would appear to be contradictory
to their opinions as expressed in the study. In many
cases, however, respondents assumed a public posture in
opposition to specific legislative proposals which were
not in complete accord with the opinions and findings of
the study. Because it is very difficult to sort out the
motives or reasons employed by individuals for assuming
different public and private positions on controversial
issues, the investigator offers the apparent discrepancy
only as a precaution to the reader.
It was especially satisfying to the investigator
that a high degree of agreement was evidenced among the
groups in the study. The significance of strong agree-
ment for further research seems to suggest that, given
the recommendations in this study, some consensus could
be reached by Vermont decision-makers on statewide coor-
dination and planning for postsecondary education in the
N
State of Vermont.
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Of personal significance to this investigator are
the unanswered, questions suggested by the fact that two
out of three children of Vermont respondents attended,
now attend, or plan to attend a postsecondary institution
outside the State of Vermont. This investigator is inter-
ested in the reasons why children of administrators,
selected legislators, and board members choose to leave
Vermont for their postsecondary education.
The level of uncertainty expressed by decision-
makers regarding several facets of statewide coordination
and planning suggests that these issues deserve much more
attention and discussion before any long-term decisions
are made on statewide mechanisms for coordination and
planning.
Repetition of this same study within the next two
years in the State of Vermont would yield, in the investi-
gator's opinion, fewer responses of uncertainty and a much
clearer polarization of responses between support for and
opposition to statewide coordinating and planning. In
that this study is the first known comprehensive survey
of attitudes among some of Vermont's key decision-
makers, the dissemination of the results to educators,
students, State Government, and other interested parties
should help create an environment of increased public
awareness on the topic of statewide coordination and
planning of postsecondary education. This study will
he considered valuable by its author if it is used to
help create increased public awareness, leading to more
informed decision-making on statewide coordination and
planning of postsecondary education in the State of
Vermont.
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APPENDIX
A
APPENDIX B
COLLEGE RESPONDENT GROUP
Vermont CoUojyr. Survey,M Study RPSnonrfen^
Bennington College A
Castleton State College
x
Champlain College
x
College of St. Joseph the Provider
Community College of Vermont x
Concord College
Goddard College
Green Mountain College x
Johnson State College x
Lyndon State College x
Mark Hopkins College
Marlboro College x
Middlebury College
Norwich University/Vermont College x
Royalton College
School for International Training x
Saint Joseph College
Saint Michael’s College x
Trinity College
University of Vermont
Vermont Technical College x
Vermont Institute of Community Involvement x
Windham College x
Provost, Vermont State Colleges X
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APPENDIX C
LEGISLATOR RESPONDENT GROUP
LegisIator/Ap:onc.y & Department Heads
Surveyed "* “—
*
Senate Education Committee 6
Senate Appropriations Committee 6
House Education Committee n
House Appropriations Committee 11
Vermont Agency of Human Services 1
Vermont Department of Budget and
Management
1
Vermont Department of Education 1
Vermont Higher Education Facilities
Commission
I
Vermont Office of State Planning 1
Vermont Student Assistance
Corporation 1
40
Study Respondents
4
3
5
6
1
1
1
1
1
1
24
APPENDIX D
41
A
BOARD MEIiBER RESPONDENT GROUP
Boards of Trustees
University of Vermont
Vermont State Colleges
Study Respondents
19* 14
9 7
28 21
. ,
* Tw0 University of Vermont trustees are Vermont
nf
S
iho
a
TT
0:?S an
^
WGr
? Sot mailed questionnaires as memberso t e University of Vermont Board of Trustees.
APPENDIX E
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September 20, 1973
D««r Trustee:
purpose of this questionnaire is to collect information or.
.
“d Plannin<3 fOT P°»ts®«>nd«y education in the
olannina I™? 7 g*°Up* wh° ” U"ol >’ to be participating in thep g, design and passage of legislation related to statewide coorvli-
as a L???n?im
n
?
ln9
'
,?
upp°rt and encouragement for using this questionnaire
• Unnufl ? f°r COllectlnq information on statewide coordination andpla ning has been expressed by Governor Salmon. (Sec enclosure.)
The questionnaire i3 being sent to:
A. The chief administrative officer of each Vermont pos tsecor.de> ryinstitution.
B. A survey of members serving on the Vermont .Senate and House
Standing Committees on Appropriations and Education.
C. A selected number of chief administrative officers of state
agencies, departments or agencies advisory to departments.
Information from analysis of the questionnaire is expected to be
available for those parties interested in the results. Information
gleaned from the questionnaire will be displayed only in group format
and individual ratings will not be revealed.
As you are aware, there are always problems encountered in completing
questionnaires. Seme of the questions may seem vague and you may feel con-
strained by the response categories. Yet, I ask you to be understanding
and to persevere in answering every question fully and accurately. Your
individual responses will be completely confidential and anonymous. Please
return the completed questionnaire using the self-addressed, stamped envelope
as soon as possible but not later than September 30, 1973. In anticipation of
your cooperation, I would like to express my personal thanks.
Sincerely,
Edward M. Elmendorf
EME :dce
Enclosures
Governor
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STATE OF VERMONT
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
MONTPELIER. VERMONT
September 21, 1973
Mr. Edward Elmendorf
RD #2
Essex Junction, Vermont 05452
Dear Mr. Elmendorf:
in la
^
e June State Senator FrankSmallwood was named to chair a Blue Ribbon Com-
mission on Higher Education. And, as you know,the Commission has been meeting regularly tohear testimony from groups and individuals onpostsecondary education in Vermont.
I understand the enclosed questionnaire has been
modified using suggestions from Senator Smallwood.After further scrutiny of the questionnaire, Ihave been advised that despite its sophistication,he sample will be an elite one so perhaps there
will be no problems of comprehension.
I have further been advised that the questionnaire
may have a tendency to slant toward the concept of
a single coordinating board. My support of the
use of this questionnaire as a mechanism for col-
lecting information on statewide coordination and
planning for postsecondary education should not be
construed as to place this office in a position of
recommending the creation of such a board. I feel
that idea is still open.
Sincerely,
VV'-v'
Thomas P. Salmon
TPS :nj
417
nassTtaSTS ^ «* -pproprut.
unless otherwise indicated.
** «tion. Make only one choice
I. Personal Data
1* Sex
1. Male D
2. Female
2. Please indicate your age as of your last birthday.
3. Education i L 1 1
1 .
2
.
3.
4.
5.
6 .
7.
e.
9.
10
.
11 .
High school
, incomplete
High school
, complete
College, incomplete
College, two-year graduate
College, four
-year graduate
Some graduate work
, no degree
Master' 8 degree
Beyond master's, no degree
Ph. D.
,
Ed. D., etc.
Graduate study toward professional study but no degree
Professional degree (please specify)
4.
What is your political party preference?
1. Democrat
2. Republican
3
. Other
Cossnent
:
S. Indicate the type of college you attended. (Do not respond if
you did not attend college.) The type of institution where I
earned.
A. undergraduate degree (s)
B. master's degree (s)
C. doctor's degree (s)
D. professional degree (s)
1. State university - VT.
3. State college - VT.
5. Non-public college or
university - VT.
2. State university - Outside VT.
4. State college - Outside VT.
6. Non-public oollege or university
outside VT.
zrttzxr- in<5ie*t* th* typ* <,) ° f °oii«9«•**•"*«*. *r« presently attending, or planto attend beginning in September ’ *"*
Children
i:
3 ,
4
,
5,
6
,
1973.
State university - Vermont
State college - Vermont
State university - Outside Vermont
State college - Outside Vermont
4
C or diversity - Vermont
Non-public college or university —
Outside Vermont
QpjSiOH TKkHS USED AND DEFlNITTnwg
Oldest
2nd Oldest
3rd Oldest
4th Oldest
Others
n
POSTSBCONDARY EDUCATION - includes all public, non-public and private
profit-making (Proprietary institutions
offering opportunities to Verront high school
graduates or those vho possess a general
equivalency diploma.
INSTITUTION -
AGENCY -
means only postsecondary institutions in Vermont.
UNLESS STATED SPECIFICALLY, INSTITUTION MEANS ALL
THREE TYPES
.
a state agency like the Vermont Student Assistance
Corporation
PUBLIC POSTSBCONDARY - public colleges and universities like the University
of Vermont, Vermont State Colleges including Vermont
Technical College and Community College of Vermont
NON-PUBLIC POSTSECONDARY
- private non-profit colleges and universities in
Vermont like Saint Michaels, Windham, etc.
PRIVATE
-PROFIT-MAKING
(PROPRIECARY) POSTSECONDARY
- private-profit-making Vermont educational institu
tions like a school of oosstotology
.
SPECIAL INSERT rOR INSTITUTlnwar CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS
1 . Indicate those characteristics
institution you represent:
1 * Public
2 » Mon-public
which are applicable to the
3. Two-year
4 • Pour
-year
5. Offer graduate degree (s)
*•
enroiiment i972-73 v.«
b. 500-999
C. 1000-1499
d. 1500-1999
«• 2000-2999
*• more than 3000
2 .
7. Sumer session offered 1972-73 college year
»Moh*u £riv2l”rm*
te C“t °f t°t*1 in«itutional incos
*• tuition and fees
legislative appropriationsbe
c. endowments (s)
<5« federal grants
a. alumni contributions
f» outside funding
ge other (please specify)
3 . Indicate the approximate per cent of total undergraduate
enrollment that is from:
1 e Vermont
2* Outside Vermont
student
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- rrrivarar-
* *“ EmlRE fi0ESTI0N *“ «* ® ™ RESPONSES BEFORE RNSWERINO the OOESTJON.
respond to all statements unless directed otherwise
SA -
A -
u -
D -
SD -
I strongly agree
I agree
I an undecided
I disagree
I strongly disagree
EXAMPLE
SA A U D SD
Cl* 1 1..U
Postsecondary education should be:
a.
b.
u£w9^2ry .. t0 tHC8e fr0n th* Bocioeconcnvic
schoolerades
ht t0 °nlV th° 8* Wh° haVe PerforTOed well on
criteria
8 * te*t8
' recon®endations and other specified
a guaranteed right that everyone should have equal access topostsecondary educational opportunities
receive ****** value for its dollar than itoresentlv receiving for postsecondary education
.
’*’*?* ’’ poataecondary aducational inatitution.in the future is between effective coordination by a coordinating
ar or seeing the executive branch of government assume the
coordinating role for the institutions.
III Organization and Coordination
SA A U D SD
CP I i ~l
SA A U D SDiij n
SA A U D SD
ZEHX1
SA A U D SD
CXTl
'
l J
SA A U D SD
cnj.j.1
of tWO 5tatee ln the nation that ia without acme legally
established coordination board or voluntary association performing
statewide coordinating functions. Indicate whether you believe the
Stats of Vermont should:
a. take no action;
Uf you agree, go directly to question #5. Do not respond to"question #6, 7 or 8.) *
b. consider voluntary statewide coordination
;
(If you agree, go directly to question #6, Do not respond to
questions #5, 7, or B.)
-1 -
5 .
6 .
C
‘ 9°VBrnln9 b°*rd f“ U"iv«.ity of
d.
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Do not respond to
MUtino r,‘:la' coordinating board which does not raplaca
(« yo“
i
::r^^:'dI e
C
c^A
t
o*LeaU
t
o
1
„
tU
#
1°n‘ a
"T**questiona #5, 6 or 7.) qU 8ti°n B ‘ Do not «»P°"d to
pLlse HTI!lth;h°1? <*>' that Vermont should taka no action,Elaaaa li.t in ordar of orafar.no. your reason (s) .
aL?«ide
r
«ord^.M
0iCe
,
<b
’ ' that Vemont should voluntary
' P S' lndicate *°“ capons, to tha follow-
n
D
a)
b)
c.
d.
necessary secure state funds isachieved while institutional autonomy is maintained,
mutual confidence among administrative officers of institu-tions would i be
. lost
;
institutions would not present a unified front to the legis-lature
,
other (please specify)
SA A U D SD
1
SA A U D SD
SA A U D SD
_E_U
1 .
2
.
. If you agree with (c) that Vermont should consider a consolidated govern-ing board for the University of Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges
with no separate or local boards of trustees, please indicate your res-
ponse to the following statements,
a) one governing board is unable to effectively unify the system; SA A U DSD
b) one governing board does not need to share authority with SA A U D SD
other boards
,
pi pT~~
c. one governing board has strong powers to compel implemen-
tation of planning policy,
d. other (please specify)
SA A U D SDmm
2 .
-2-
8 .
9.
LI.
wide coordinating b^^ich See
,
rtl°ul<* con8ider * state-
other institutional governing Weis' T ! existiu9 UVH f VSC orto the following statements: ' Pl«a»e indicate your response
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a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
education are MrtSfi«d”**
,'t*ti0n fr0<” 3,11 of P°»t»«condary CD3XJ
coordinating boards are difficult to establiah,.
SAAUD sd
zero
— SA A U D EB
KWS
| |
'pT
—
J
other (please specify)
.
1.
2
.
^t«cond^“edicatL*^a“hffi"9^ to Serve *»«»»* of
legislature at Se «e interest of the governor and the
parties.
e while holding the confidence of all
10a A coordinating board would:
a) increase tensions among institutions?
b)
c)
L
A U D ED
^™Corr.t“°n ^ lndividu*1 institutions rather thansysteir, f postsecondary education;
py
up SD
“nf»vorable disposition of legislators and
before ^ Post-secondary education than was truethe coordinating board was established?
SA A U D SD
i EO
SA A U D SD
d)
e)
2.
raault in institutions becoming less financially stable?
inersase competition for funds among institutions.
A coordinating board for Vermont should be given:
A) constitutional status (derive powers from State constitution)
?
b) statutory status (derive powers from legislative statutes)
?
c) incorporation status (derive powers from incorporation)
.
A coordinating board for Vermont should have regulatory rather than
Advisory powers specifically limited by statute
SA A U D SDrmn
SA A U D SDmxp
CHOOSE ONE
Q
SA A U D SOhit
- 3-
^ ,iv.
institutional or agency r..pr...«.^=
0°“POS*d prl”r11^ °f
for
'for^Verwont *
der 'C'*Pt'bU
•> . majority of agency or institutional representatives
,
b) a majority of legislators:
c) a majority of profasaional out.ide consultant,:
«) a majority of citirens-at-largo.
°f VeITOnt «« nhouW bePowers granted to a coordinating board:
Sci^rc^i^nxrtfT veraont Etar-e cou^«
Colleqe :
Y Colle9e of Vermont and Vermont Technical
423
SA A U D SDrrm
Rank order
preference
a)
h)
i)
b)
«cl^^"'
ity °f Ven’°nt ftnd the Ve“°"t State colleges
SA A U D
1
—
SD
1) Comunity College of Vermont;
SA A (J D SD
2) Vermont Technical College; LL |
SA A U D SD
e) Non-public Vermont postsecondary institutions: JSA A l! D SD
d> Private, profit-making (proprietary) poatsecondary institutions: TSA A V D SD
•) Wia Vermont Student Assistance Corporation: SA A U D SD
f> The Vekmont Higher Education Facilities Commission
:
T
SA A U D SD
g> The Vermont Higher Education Association; ISA A
—
1
—
U D SD
accreditation;
Others (please specify)
.
1)
SA A U D SD
tXLLU
ocoo
424
16. If agency or institutional personnel are
ing board, the board should include
i
represented on a coordinat-
17.
18 .
a)
b)
c)
at
J*°!^
°n
!
reProBentative from each .y.t.m of public ag.nci.sor institution, subject to the potfeia of . coordinating board
depending on the level of state aid given,
representative from the governing boards of
secondary education in Vermont
j
at least one lay
non
-pub lie post-
no representation from private-profit-making (proprietary)institutions of postsecondary education.
' faculty, administrative advisory committees
should be established to advise the board and staff on matters con-
cerning the general welfare of the state's postsecondary educational
system
•
The members of a coordinating board should be appointed by the
governor and
:
SA A U D SD
cirri, j
a) should be confirmed by the Vermont Senate
>
b) should be confirmed by the Vermont House?
c) should serve terms of not less than six years nor more than
nine years ?
IV. Planning
19. The essential functions of a coordinating board are:
a) Budgeting
:
b) Planning!
c) Program Review.
20. Borne mechanism for statewide planning of poatsecondary education
for Vermont should be established as soon as possible.
pi. A statewide planning mechanism should regulate or recommend
regulation for postseoondary institutions which are?
SA A U D SD
n .n u
r::i~Q-5-
22
.
23,
24,
25
»“•
“ sr-Tirs snn.—
425
»)
b)
c)
snd^educstor.^from
”""i“
v
ion ^°'*d °* Prcinont l.ym.n
.
*h°Uld *- *W°lnt*d *0 i°P
r:P ?5
OUt* ld° should b. u..d toaeveiop a statewide plan;
PUnning should be kept “In hou.e" - d.ten»in.d by * group ofprofessional.
- like the ooordineting boerd and its tf.f/
than^f1?!! •t*t®wide planning functions, priorities require
fuit ? frying the public interest be adoptedira and individual institutional goals last;
V. Program Review
co^tTd
1
^
1
!’'
!!)
OUl
'i
** Performed by a statewide review committee
th^^atC^art*"^ tl” lnEtltUtl °nB «h°
It should not_be within the legal powers of a coordinating board tot
SA A U 0 SDun
SA A U D SDmi i i
SA A D D SDmnn
BA A 0 D SDm il t
SA A U D SDm I
24.
*8 .
•) approve or diaapprove any new program in tha states' post
secondary institutions;
b) reallocate or discontinue existing proqrams in the states'
postsecondary institutions;
o) approve individual new courses in the states' postsecondary
institutions.
A coordinating board should have at least some earmarked funds with
which to encourage and support innovative programs.
VI. Budget Review
SA A U D SD
Budget review procedures, formulas and criteria should be established
ky atatewide technical advisory committees composed of members froc ;
the states' institutions who advise the coordinating beard. SA A U D SD
r~rrrn
Before the governor and the legislature make any budgetary decisions
on postsecondary education in Vermont,
agreement on a propoead institutional budget request by staffs
of bo tli ths institution and the coordinating board is not
*l®c*****’y a part of the budget process;
b) the institutional budget request need not be heard at a public
meeting by the coordinating board;
SA A U D SDxm
SA A U D SD
rrrm
29
.
31 .
32 .
33
.
O the coordinating board should make it. recommendation to 426the governor and the legislature;
d) summaries of the institutional budget request and coordinatingboard budget recommendation should be made available to thegovernor and the legislature.
VII. other Functions
Indicate your agreement ot disagreement regarding the following
statements about level of participation by public, non-public
and private-prof it-making (proprietary) institutions. Institu-
tions which should:
a) participate in technical committees advisory to the
coordinating board;
sa A u r snTTl
SA A U D SD
fTIIJ 1
U Z
i eU D mH 5. ft
<3
i q.
S i £
b) participate in a president's advisory committee;
c) participate in major planning committees;
d) participate in all committees that recommend policies and
conditions under which state funds are given to institutions L
VIII. Issues and Problems in Statewide Coordination
The emerging trend in the development of boards
, commissions and
councils to formulate policies for all public postsecondary edu-
cation will tend to increase the control of colleges and universities
by institutional personnel. SA A U D SD
The coordinating board role is one of providing a safeguard to insti-
tutional autonomy rather than a cause for its loss. SA A U D SD
I I I ! 1 ..
The public postsecondary institutions of Vermont (UVM/VSC) have reached
the point where legislation in the form of proposal for coordinating the
two systems is essential during the coming 1973-74 legislative session. SA A U D SD
If the legislature or the governor elected to support a
coordinating board for the institutions of postsecondary
aducation in the state of Vermont, please rank in order of
what measures should be taken to finance the
board.
RANK ORDER
PREFERENCE
a) seek additional legislative appropriation;
b) eliminate existing staffs who are performing essentially
the same functions for a sybsystem that would be performed
for the system as a whole by a coordinating board;
c) seek a larger share of public support for postsecondary
education from the federal treasury;
d) other (please specify)
1 .
2 .
-7-
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SECTION I — BACKGROUND
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Higher Edu-
ction was appointed by Governor Salmon on
une 27, 1973. During the course of the summer,
Commission members held ten meetings and
fieard from 26 witnesses (Appendix II) in an
effort to obtain background information on
najor issues involving Vermont's postsecondary
ducational programs.* In addition, the Commis-
tion studied national and state reports on
ducation beyond the high school, including
sports and recommendations prepared by
previous Vermont higher education study com-
nittees during the past five years.
• At the conclusion of its summer study, the
Commission decided to concentrate its attention
in the two major issues that appeared to be of
paramount concern to the effective discharge of
Vermont's postsecondary educational commit-
Ipts:
1. Statewide coordination
2. Future financial strategies
This interim report deals with the first ot
hese issues. A subcommittee of the Commission
s presently studying the issues of future finan-
ial strategies and we hope to issue a second
epnrt later in the fall or in the early winter
nonths which will deal with this subject.
SECTION II
|
The Case for Coordination: Major Problems
During the summer, the Commission attempt-
d to study all basic aspects of postsecondary
ducation in Vermont. As a result of this effort,
number of major problems became apparent:
1 INTERNAL COORDINATION.
V Problem of Fragmented Planning and Policy
' Thcf commission discovered that the present
Tganizational structure of postsecondary edu-
ation in Vermont is so extremely fragmented
hat it is not capable of the type of comprehen-
<ive planning and policy implementation that is
equired to serve our educational needs within
he limits of the resources available to
the state.
At the present time, a minimum of eight major
wards, commissions, councils and agencies
at-
As is noted throughout this report, the
Com-
mission took a broad view of the field of higher
education and evaluated vocational-technical
programs, educational TV. community colleges
and other new delivery systems, as well as
the
more traditional campus-based college
and
university programs Hence as a Practice
matter, we attempted to study all aspects
of
Vermont's postsecondary educational system.
tempt to exercise some direct degree of planning
and operational responsibility over various as-
pects of Vermont's postsecondary educational
programs. These major boards are the Univer-
sity of Vermont Board of Trustees (23 members);
the Vermont State Colleges Board of Trustees (9
members); the Vermont Student Assistance
Corporation Board (7 members); the Vermont
Higher Education Facilities Commission Board (7
members); the Vermont State Advisory Board
for Vocational-Technical Education (27 mem-
bers); the Vermont Educational and Health
Buildings Financing Agency Board (13 mem-
bers); the Vermont Educational TV Broadcast-
ing Council Board (19 members); and the Ver-
mont State Board of Education (7 members)
which has certain key responsibilities for vari-
ous postsecondary commitments. A total of 112
members serve on these eight boards and
commissions which also maintain independent
executive staffs involving a sizeable and diverse
number of administrative personnel who are
involved in attempts to plan and supervise post-
secondary educational activities in the state.
In addition to the foregoing agencies, there is
another group of public and quasi-public advi-
sory ana liaison bodies which exercise more
general, indirect responsibilities over various
types of postsecondary educational concerns.
This second category includes such groups as
the Governor's Commission on Student Affairs,
the Vermont Higher Education Council, the Ver-
mont delegation on the New England Board of
Higher Education, the Vermont delegation on the
Education Commission of the States, state licens-
ing boards in various specialized fields (e.g.
cosmetology, dental examiners, etc.), and even
State Department of Education bodies such as
the Arts and Crafts Advisory Council, the Ver-
mont Instructional Television Committee and the
Advisory Council on Special Education.
Such a proliferation of administrative and
advisory agencies within the public postsecond-
ary sector creates complex and difficult prob-
lems of communication tnat result in fragmented
planning and policy implementation. This high
degree of administrative fragmentation can also
result in gaps between different programs
whereby important programmatic commitments
are neglected or ignored. A specific case in
point involves the Grade 13 anu 14 Vocational-
Technical Program.
In February, 1964, the State Board of Educa-
tion adopted policies for developing vocational
education on a statewide basis. During the past
decade, the State Board of Education authorized
construction of 14 Area Vocational Centers to
carry out this vocational education commitment.
Once constructed, the Area Center facilities fell
under the jurisdiction of local and regional
school boards in their respective geographical
areas. In 1968, a Vermont State Advisory Coun-
cil for Technical-Vocational Education was
created and this group raised the issue of
whether the Area Center facilities could be used
for postsecondary vocational educational pro-
grams beyond the high school (i.e. Grades 13
and 14, adult education programs etc.).
administrative
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a superb area vocational plant which blankets
the state (see map ipage six ). While these Area
Vocational Centers are being used for elemen-
tary and secondary programs (K-12). they are
not being used effectively for any major post-
secondary vocational educational programs.
The Commission recognizes that Vermont has
always taken pride in a tradition of widespread
citizen participation in government. We respec t
this tradition. We believe further, however, that
it is undesirable for a state of only 470.000
people to rely upon such a fragmented and
diversified proliferation of public boards, com-
missions, councils and administrative agencies
to oversee its postsecondary educational con-
cerns. Such proliferation leads to fragmented
planning ana policy coordination within the
postsecondary educational sector which makes
it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to serve
the postsecondary needs of the people of Ver-
mont as effectively as possible.
It is at this point that the
situation becomes extremely confusing. By stat-
ute. the State Board of Education is authorized
and empowered to act as "state approva
agency for educational institutions conducting
vocational training " [16 VSA 149) By statute
the Vermont State Colleges Corporation is
authcv
rized to "plan, supervise, administer
and
operate facilities (outside the University of
Ver-
mont) for education above the high schoo level
supported in whole or in substantial part
with
2. EXTERNAL ACCOUNTABILITY:
The Problem of Multiple Voices and Statistics
In addition to creating serious internal prob-
lems of planning and policy implementation.
Vermont's fragmented postsecondary adminis-
trative structure leads to serious external prob-
lems of accountability. With so many different
groups attempting to plan for — and so many
different voices attempting to speak for
—
post-
secondary education, it is extremely difficult for
the public, the Governor, the legislature and
other levels of governmental authority (regional
and/or national) to understand the various
facets of Vermont’s postsecondary educational
operations. Hence, it is virtually impossible to
establish any comprehensive and meaningful
measures of accountability over performance,
or lack of performance, in many key areas.
On numerous occasions, the Commission at-
tempted to learn why certain programs were not
operating effectively only to be advised that the
"real problems" were the responsibility of some
other authority (a case in point is the Grade 13
and 14 vocational programs noted earlier). II is
difficult to see how the state can evaluate the
overall effectiveness of its postsecondary educa-
tional programs unless some action is taken to
simplify and consolidate its current post-
secondary administrative structure in order to
clarify basic planning and management
responsibilities.
A second major accountability problem in-
volves the collection of information by post-
secondary education groups. Instead of develop-
ing a central information system, Vermont relies
upon a series of autonomous groups to gather
statistical data in their various areas of pro-
grammatic concern. Although many of these
areas of concern tend to overlap, the variousic o wi *
groups often have different perceptions regard
ing both the content and the methodology of data
collection. As a result it is very difficult to use
much of the state's postsecondary educational
data on a comparative basis to evaluate per-
formance between different programs, in
addition, some data is directly contradictory,
which further compounds the problems of pro-
gram evaluation and accountability.
3. ESTABLISHING PRIORITIES
The Problem of Effective Use of
Limited Resources
A third problem relates to the difficulty
that
the state faces in attempting to
provide for the
most effective provision of postsecondary
et
|
uca-
bonal services within the limits of its
available
resources. The current degree of administrative
state funds ’ ( 1 6 V s!a. 21 71 ) . Hence, a
host of
separate bodies were potentially
involved in
planning and implementing any Grade
1344
Vocational Programs in Vermon M- the State
of Education, local and regional
icm ua ivv .
fragmentation can not only lead to duplication
of
effort in key areas, but it also makes it
extreme v
difficult to "plan the most effective
use o hm.tad
Department^. State Advisory
Council fo r Voca t iona 1-Techn ical Education
the
Vermont State Colleges Corporation).
The re-
sults are perhaps predictable. Vermont
has bui
resources witnin ine cuiugaa ^ j
°VS™«Ter^
caoability for public postsecondary
e°u
^
at
.'”
n
’
incremental policy decisions must be
made in a
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VSC Trustees have at- of serving the population it is designed to serve,
this major construction Quite early in its study the Commission unani-
mously made the value
ollege campus. The
•mpted to evaluate
roject against needs at other state colleges, but
,ey are
not in a position to weigh proposals like
,jS
against other state-wide postsecondary
eeds and priorities outside the VSC system,
his is simply not possible at the present time
j„ce no state-wide plan, or even state-wide
lanning mechanism, exists to clarify these over-
11
postsecondary needs and priorities.
Hence, the question of resource utilization
solves both the problems of under utilization of
xisting resources (e.g. Grade 13 and 14 Area
Vocational Centers) and inadequate future re-
nurce planning. It is extremely difficult for
ermont to use its postsecondary educational
lesources with maximum effectiveness under
ese conditions.
4 PERFORMANCE AND RESPONSIVENESS
The Problem of Meeting Postsecondary
Educational Needs
Despite the obvious administrative and plan-
ing problems involved, it is conceivable that
ermont's wide-open approach to postsecond-
ry education might possibly be defended if
here was solid evidence that we were some-
ow managing to meet our postsecondary needs
ffectively within the limits of our available
esources. Unfortunately, however, the Commis-
on received evidence that this is not the case,
o the contrary. Vermont's postsecondary edu-
ational community faces a deepening problem
.
judgment that we
favored the extension of postsecondary educa-
tional opportunities to as many Vermonters as
possible insofar as resources permit. As was
noted in Section I, the Commission adopted a
broad definition of postsecondary educational
programs, and we also adopted a broad defini-
tion of the potential postsecondary educational
student consistuency in Vermont to include both
younger adults and other older age groups. This
broad commitment to equality of access to post-
secondary educational opportunity is consistent
with the recommendations of the Carnegie Com-
mission on Higher Education and other national
organizations which have studied this issue dur-
ing recent years. In determining how well
Vermont was realizing this objective we consid-
ered such issues as student aspirations and
access during the course of our study.
Statistics provided by the State Department of
Education revealed that there has been a signifi-
cant recent drop in the percentage of Vermont
high school graduates who continue into post-
secondary educational programs and that Ver-
mont's "aspiration rate” is now considerably
below the national average. Nationally, over
50% of graduating high school seniors continue
into some form of postsecondary education. The
current percentage in Vermont is considerably
below this national norm as the following sta-
tistics indicate:
TABLE I
High School Graduates in Vermont Continuing Education
Beyond High School*
1966
6.258
1967
6.380
1968
6.469
1969
6,749
3,078 3.293 3,396 3.417
51.6% 52.5% 50.6%
o. of Graduates
o. Continuing Ed. Beyond
igh School
ircent of Grads Continuing
i
lunation Beyond High
’hool 49.2%
A breakdown of figures supplied by the State
apartment of Education on 1972 graduates
'able II below ) reveals wide regional vari-
ions in the number of students continuing into
TABLED
CLASS OF 1972 - PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOLS*
1970
7,115
1971
7,197
1972
7,519
3,545 3,446 3,273
49.8% 47.9% 43.5%
postsecondary education, with aspiration rates
in the southern counties being considerably
higher than in the northern counties:
legion Total Graduates % Entering College % Cont. Educ
:)U1 HERN
(Bennington. Windham. Windsor,
Rutland Counties) 2,296 42% 48%
,F.NTRAL
1 (Addison. Orange. Washington.
Chittenden Counties
lORTlIERN
!
Caledonia. Essex. Orleans.
Lamoille. Franklin.
I
Giand Isle Counties)
STATE TOTAL
2.683 39% 44%
1.184
6,163
27%
37%
33%
42%
In addition to financial factors, the Commis-
sion considered other constraints, such as lack
of information (e.g. ineffective counseling pro-
grams) and psychological factors (e.g. lack of
academic self worth) which might tend to lower
aspiration rates.
While it is difficult to evaluate many of these
less tangible psychological and social con-
straints, one additional factor did become ap-
parent. In developing its postsecondary educa-
tional system Vermont has consistently appro-
priated its major financial support for tradi-
tional campus-based college and university sys-
tems and has appropriated considerably smaller
sums to newer educational delivery systems.
Specifically, in FY 1974, the state appropriated
$17.7 million for postsecondary education. Of
this total, 85% was allocated to the University of
Vermont and the Vermont State Colleges, and
15% to all other uses including student financial
aid and educational TV. It is interesting to
evaluate this expenditure pattern against the
findings of the Postsecondary Education Access
Study which indicates that only 48.1% of the
2,925 Vermont high school students surveyed
preferred a university or four-year college edu-
cation, while 51.9% preferred two-year colleges
trade schools, apprenticeship programs, the
Armed Forces or other non-traditional univer-
sity and four-year college options.*
In light of Vermont’s current low aspiration
rates among high school students, the Commis-
sion concluded that it favored building as much
flexibility as possible into the postsecondary
educational system to permit a widespread exer-
cise of options and cnoices by individual stu-
dents to enroll in programs which best met their
own educational needs. In short, while the Com-
mission believes that Vermont has made a major
effort to develop a traditional campus-based
university and college system, many students
are interested in other educational options in-
volving vocational-technical education, com-
munity college programs and the like, rather
than campus-based programs. The Commission
believes this may be true of both the younger
high school graduate population and older
adults who are interested in postsecondary edu-
cation programs. Vermont has tended to neglect
these alternative forms of postsecondary edu-
cation and the Commission feels that they should
receive increasing attention in future years.
The development of these new programs will
inevitably add additional complexities to an al-
ready uncoordinated postsecondary planning
and administrative structure and hence they
make the case for organizational reform all the
more imperative.
• The reeional breakdowns include students from public high schools only,
but do not coverhe g D xn
.
f
.
V
.
, urivate academies (each with over
iipn.vftH privnIB ®r0
^
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i
44'/o "continuing postsecondary
*) students graduating in 1972) are:
{tel,low. Of 1972 percentages for all pnblic high schools and approved private academies in
i.fmnnt is contained in Appendix 1 of this report.
SECTION m - COORDINATION STRATEGIES:
ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS
During the course of its study, the Commission
studied the organization of postsecondary edu-
cational programs in other states, in addition to
analyzing problems and opportunities unique to
the State of Vermont.
Basically, the Commission concluded that
there were three broad organizational options
available to deal with the current. situation.
A second study conducted this past summer
I the Postsecondary Education Access project
g attempted to probe into potential reasons
r Vermont’s low aspiration rates. This study,
-iJch whn baflfld on indopth intorviews of 2,925
idents at ten Vermont nigh schools, indicates
at "there is a wide disparity between a high
hool student's aspiration to attend some form
postsecondary education (68.9%) and actual
rollment and continuation into postsecondary
mention (49%)." ... ..
The above statistics make it obvious that there
a major problem with respect to the number ot
rmont students who are electing not to con-
ue into postsecondary education. The Com-
ssion believes that part of the problem is
nnrifi 1 in result of higher tuition rates in
inflationary costs).
A survey of comparative tuition rates con-
ducted by the National Association of State
budget officers indicates that Vermont s l 972
’74
in state tuitions and fees of $836/year for the
state colleges and $1.082/year for the University
of Vermont are the highest of 22 states
studied
^^nofteMndication that financial constraints
lower the aspiration rates of Vermont
students
is found in the fact that students from
Vermont s
northern counties (where family income is
lower) are less inclined to continue into
post-
secondary education than students
southern counties (where family income
higher);
1. Status quo
Although two states (Indiana and Nebraska)
relv upon voluntary statewide postsecondary
planning associations, Vermont is the only state
in the United States which has no statewide
planning mechanism for postsecondary educa-
tion. It Is, of course, possible to continue
along|| UUU> JV2 1 -
I
this lonely road. The Commission
concluded, however, that hi light of the
prob-
lems outlined in section II of this report,
this is a
totally unsatisfactory course of action.
We feat
that some steps must be taken to puU
the state’s postsecondary educational
services
in a more effective fashion.
2. Single Governing Board . ,
At the present time a total of 19 states
have
from * It should be noted
that one °f^eVermont
State Colleges - Vermont Technical
College
- is a two year institution but most
of the VSC
See table on next page.
and UVM programs are four year or graduate^
4-29
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(FGION
NORTHERN COUNTIES
Caledonia, Essex, Orleans,
amoille. Franklin, Grand Isle)
OUTHERN COUNTIES
Bennington. Windham, Windsor,
lutland)
CLASS OF 1972
PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES
1970 MEDIAN
FAMILY INCOME RANGE
PERCENT
CONTINUING
POSTSECONDARY EDUC.
$7,307-8,805 33°/o
$8,430-9,322 48%
lingle state-wide consolidated governing board
vhich is assigned overall planning, coordinating
nd operational responsibility for all aspects of
igher education. Such boards, which are often
eferred to as State Boards of Regents, are to be
Hind in three New England States [Maine, New
tampshire and Rhode Island], These boards
;
enerally appoint a single chancellor who exer-
ises administrative responsibility for the state’s
ublic postsecondary educational program,
i There are a number of arguments advanced
i favor of the single governing board option,
iuch a system clarifies responsibility and ac-
puntability; it consolidates all planning and
dministrative responsibilities under one
uthority thus eliminating duplication; and it
(as the power to implement planning decisions
nee they are formulated. In essence, it is a
fclean”, simplified system with clear-cut lines of
pthority necessary to both plan and implement
bograms.
I
The chief argument against the single board
bproach is that it may become over-centralized
id bureaucratic to a point where it stifles
lucational initiatives and reduces or elimi-
ites healthy educational competition. This
gument is buttressed by the charge that such
ganizations tend to become dominated by their
rgest component units and hence can be un-
mpathetic to smaller units which may repre-
nt the most innovative avenues of educational
perimentation. In essence, the major argu-
gnt against the single board is that it can
lphasize uniformity and administrative effi-
;ncy at the expense of educational creativity.
3. State Coordinating Board
At the present time a total of 28 states have
me type of statewide higher education coordi-
ding board. Half of these states provide such
I
ards with strong regulatory powers to enforce
inning decisions and half rely upon advisory
ards with little formal power. The advisory
ards consist of either institutional representa-
es or public majorities generally appointed by
|b Governor.
iState coordinating boards differ from single
naming boards in that they are established as
parate entities above existing boards of
istees which are left intact to manage individ-
'
1 institutions within the system. Thus, while
ordinating boards provide a planning capabil-
j, they represent an additional layer of author-
I and they generally are not capable of en-
xing plans unless they possess strong regula-
•y powers.
A proposal for a single governing board for
ij University of Vermont and the Vermont State
lieges was presented in the 1972 session of the
Itiglature and was defeated in the House by a
ta of 104 to 36. In light of the legislature's
ection of this concept, the Commission pre-
red a proposal for the Postsecondary Educa-
ln Board which would, in essence, serve as a
itewide coordinating board and also exercise
act operational responsibility for student
ancial assistance programs and new off-
mpus educational programs such as voca-
nal-technical education and community
jlleges
The Commission held three hearings in
mtpelier. Burlington and Windham College in
effort to obtain public reaction to the propos-
A total of 27 witnesses testified at these
Brings (Appendix II). The overwhelming
ijority of these witnesses Hrguod against this
iMof coordinating hoard and favored the con-
)t of n single governing board which had been
1 his expression of public opinion may well indi-
cate a shift in attitudes over the past two years
Further support that a shift in attitudes mayhave take_n place is evident by the fact that a
number of newspapers have also supported the
^nc
m
ept. 0 f a single governing board, including
the Burlington Free Press (editorial 10/10/73)
which questioned the concept two years ago
(editorial 11/22/71), and the Rutland Herald
(editorial 10/9/73) which did not take a position
on this issue two years ago.
SECTION IV - COMMISSION’S
RECOMMENDATION
Throughout its study the Commission was
impressed by the sincerity, the dedication and
the competence of the numerous witnesses who
represented the postsecondary education com-
rr
)
u[]dy. Nevertheless, the Commission con-
cluded that Vermont’s current public post-
secondary educational system is so complex and
cumbersome that it is difficult for these dedicat-
ed individuals to plan and manage this
elephantine structure.
As a consequence, the Commission carefully
reviewed the various organizational options
available to Vermont that could achieve more
effective planning and coordination of the
state’s postsecondary educational programs. As
was noted in Section 111 of this report, there are
theoretical advantages and disadvantages to a
single governing board or a coordinating board.
In addition, at the present time Vermont's own
public postsecondary educational system is so
extremely fragmented that the Commission
believes it would be unwise and undesirable to
attempt to achieve "instant integration” over-
night. We feel that preliminary steps must first
be taken to lay the ground-work for a more
coordinated planning effort. Unless this is done,
any new organization could become so
enmeshed in day-to-day operating details that it
would be difficult to focus its attention on the
long-range planning and coordination that is
essential to the future well-being of our post-
secondary educational system.
of art!!!
8 ? 8 very productively rb a meana
nr,«»«a
m0re
i
effec,ive coordination of ourpostsecondary educational programs. Specifi-caHy we recommend that, by means of a JointResolution, the Vermont Legislature:
Despite the fact that we do not favor "instant
integration,” however, the majority of the Com-
missi >n do favor the eventual establishment of a
single governing board which would be assigned
overall responsibility for the planning, coordina-
tion and operation of all public postsecondary
education programs.*
In looking for a creative solution as to how
more effective coordination might be advanced,
the Commission was impressed by the innovative
procedures that state legislature adopted with
respect to Act 250 - Vermont’s pioneering effort
in the field of environmental protection and
land-use planning. In this instance, the legisla-
ture recognized an overall problem and set forth
a series of planning goals. It then mandated a
phased planning process to realize these goals
which called for tne creation of an interim land-
use plan, a capability and development plan,
and a state land-use plan. In essence, the legis-
lature recognized the complexity of a public
policy problem, it established a basic set of
policy objectives to deal with this problem, and
it mandated a timetable and a "phased planning
process" through which these objectives could
be realized.
The Commission believes that the state legis-
lature could mandate this same type of "phased
* The Commission's vote was 9 to 1 in favor of a
single governing board with three members
absent. Prof, lames Case indicated a desire to
I ntlnn ..nnioiil K Ui r~v iwirwiCJ Cl 1
1. Establish the goal of more effective plan-
ning and coordination of Vermont's post-
secondary educational programs as a
matter of state policy;
2. Establish a Postsecondary Organizational
lask Force, consisting of representatives
ot key institutions within the system, and
instruct thiS'Task Force to submit a specif-
ic organizational proposal to the 1975 ses-
sion of the legislature which will provide
for more effective planning and coordina-
tion of the state's public postsecondary
educational programs;
3. Instruct this Task Force to take immediate
action with respect to the development ofmmmnn mfnrm'itlnn J I ! _ icommo information and planning systems
that will be essential to the effective func-
tioning of any permanent postsecondary
educational organization they recommend
for legislative consideration;
4. Authorize this Task Force to use the ser-
vices of the Legislative Council as a staff
resource during the course of its delibera-
tions.
We further recommend that the Postsecond-
ary Organizational Task Force should consist of
16 members as follows: The chairman of the
House and Senate Education Committees, 3
members appointed by the University of Ver-
mont Board of Trustees; 3 members appointed
by the Vermont State College Board of Trustees;
2 members appointed by the State Advisory
Board for Vocational-Technical Education; 1
member appointed by the Board of the Vermont
Student Assistance Corporation; 1 member ap-
pointed by the State Department of Education
Board; 2 members appointed from private col-
leges in Vermont by tne Vermont Higher Educa-
tion Council; and two members appointed by the
Governor: 1 to present the student viewpoint
and 1 to present the faculty viewpoint to the
Task Force.
The Commission recognizes that the recom-
mendation we have formulated represents a
radical departure from proposals advanced by
previous study commissions which have at-
tempted to grapple with the complexities of post-
secondary education in Vermont. In part, our
recommendation represents an attempt to learn
from past experience. During the last five years,
no less then four separate Blue Ribbon Commis-
sions have been established to deal with the per-
plexing issues of planning and coordination of
Vermont’s postsecondary educational pro-
grams. To date, no group has been capable of
discovering the perfect organizational solution
to the problems which the State of Vermont
faces. As a result, nothing at all has been done
to provide for a more effective organization to
deal with these problems.
We believe it is essential to break this cycle of
inaction. We feel the recommendation we have
formulated represents a realistic and produc-
tive step forward. We hope that the legislature
will approve the establishment of the Post-
secondary Organizational Task Force we have
recommended during its forthcoming adjourned
session in an effort to break the current dead-
lock and to help the State of Vermont move
ahead in resolving the problems we face in this
important area. Unless such action is forth-
coming on the part of the legislature, we feel
that Vermont will be unable to deal effectively
with the difficult problems of postsecondary
education it already faces today and the in-
creasingly more difficult problems that the state
will be Forced to deal with in the years ahead.
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/s/ Sen. Frank Smallwood. Chairman
Mr. Robert £. Boardman, Vice Chairman
President James Armstrong
Professor James G. Case
Mr. Charles Cooley
Rep. Thomas £. Foster III
Mr. David James
Dr. Paul R. Low
Mrs. Beverly Major
Dr. E. Douglas McSweeney. Jr.
Mr. William Quinn
Mr. Michael Redmond
Mr. Benjamin Rostkowski
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APPENDIX I
STATISTICAL TABLES
STUDY OF HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES IN VERMONT CONTINUING EDUCATION
Source: Vermont Department of Education
Total Number of H.S. Graduates
Number Entering Colleges or Universities% of Graduates
Number Entering Service Academies% of Graduates
Number Entering Junior Colleges% of Graduates
Total Entering Higher Education% of Graduates
Number Entering Hospital Nursing Programs% of Graduates
Number of Post-Graduates - High School,
Prep School
% of Graduates
Number in Other Schools - Beautician,
Practical Nursing, X-Ray
Technicians, etc.
% of Graduates
Total Post-Secondary Other
Than College
% of Graduates
Total Students Continuing Education
% of Graduates
Agency of Administration
Depa rtment of Budget and Management
April 6, 1973
1965
6526
1812
29.0
18
.3
576
9.2
2406
38.5
153
2.4
191
3.1
452
7.2
796
12.7
1966
6258
1748
27.9
17
.3
680
10.9
2445
39.1
121
1.9
126
2.0
386
6.2
633
10.1
1967
6380
1911
30.0
16
.3
726
11.4
2653
41.6
143
2.2
136
2.1
360
5.6
639
10.0
1968
6469
1907
29.5
15
.2
765
11.8
2687
41.5
122
1.9
153
2.4
434
6.7
709
11.0
BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL
1969 1970
6749 7115
2057 2285
30.5 32.1
23 17
.3 .2
748 749
11.1 10.5
2828 3051
41.9 42.9
83 54
1.2 .8
3202
51.2%
3078
49.2%
3292
51.6%
3396
52.5%
115
1.7
391
5.8
589
8.7
3417
50.6%
127
1.8
307
4.3
488
6.9
1971
7197
2218
30.8
20
.3
721
10.0
2959
41.1
61
.8
112
1.6
314
4.4
487
6.8
3539
49.8%
3446
47.9%
CLASS OF 1972
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF VERMONT PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES
ENTERING COLLEGES AND OTHER SCHOOLS
Colleges include 2 and 4-year degree-granting colleges and universities, United States Service
Academies, Teachers Colleges ana Junior Colleges.
Other Schools include nursing, cosmetology, practical nursing, and postgraduate courses in high
schools or preparatory schools.
Per-
School District
Arlington
Barre
Barton*
Bellows Falls*
Bennington
Bradford
Brandon
Brattleboro*
Bristol*
Burlington
Cabot*
Canaan*
Chelsea
Chester*
Concord*
Craftsbury
Common
Danville*
Duxbury*
East Montpelier*
Enosburg Falls*
Essex Junction
Fairfax*
Fair Haven
Hanover, NH
Hardwick*
Hinesburg
Hyde Park*
Jacksonville*
Jericho
Ludlow*
Marshfield
Middlebury
Milton*
Montpelier
Morrisville*
School Name
Arlington Memorial H. S.
Spaulding High School
Lake Region UHS #24
Bellows Falls UHS #27
Mt. Anthony UHS #14
Oxbow UHS #30
Otter Valley UHS #8
Brattleboro UHS #6
Mt. Abraham UHS #28
Burlington High School
Cabot High School
Canaan High School
Chelsea High School
Green Mountain UHS #35
Concord High School
Craftsbury Academy
Danville High School
Harwood UHS #19
UHS #32
Enosburg Falls High School
Essex Junction High School
Bellows Free Academy
Fair Haven UHS #16
Dresden SD (Interstate)
Hazen UHS #26
Champlain Valley UHS #1
5
Lamoille UHS #1
8
Whitingham High School
Mount Mansfield UHS #17
Black River High School
Twinfield UHS #33
Middlebury UHS #3
Milton High School
Montpelier High School
Peoples Academy
1972
7519
2173
28.9
14
.2
697
9.3
2884
38.4
45
.6
93
1.2
251
3.3
389
5.2
3273
43.5%
No.
Per-
cent
No.
Enter
cent
Enter Total
Per-
cent
TotalEnter Enter Other Other Cont. Cont.
Coll. Coll. Sch. Sch. Ed. Ed. Grads
20 53% 20 53% 38
123 41% 15 5% 138 46% 298
30 29% 5 5% 35 34% 105
38 32% 4 3% 42 35% 118
140 48% 11 4% 151 52% 293
25 38% 5 7% 30 45% 65
32 35% 6 7% 38 42% 91
73 32% 13 6% 86 38% 226
20 20% 9 9% 29 29% 102
181 39% 16 3% 197 42% 466
4 25% 1 6% 5 31% 16
4 13% 1 3% 5 16% 30
8 42% 1 5% 9 47% 19
26 35% — 26 35% 74
5 16% 1 3% 6 19% 32
8 35% 2 9% 10 44% 23
11 26% 2 5% 13 31% 43
31 32% 2 2% 33 34% 96
26 25% 6 6% 32 31% 105
14 18% 2 3% 16 21% 78
80 39% 6 3% 86 42% 204
11 26% — 11 26% 43
53 40% 2 2% 55 42% 133
104 75% 4 3% 108 78% 138
23 33% 1 1% 24 34% 69
94 42% 11 5% 105 47% 223
20 25% 2 2% 22 27% 81
9 23% 4 10% 13 33% 40
54 46% 2 2% 56 48% 118
9 23% 3 8% 12 31% 40
10 40% 1 4% 11 44% 25
72 40% 16 9% 88 49% 180
11 17% 7 12% 18 29% 63
83 55% 8 5% 91 60% 151
16 23% 4 6% 20 29% 69
Continued table on page 5.
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Newport*
Northfield
Poultney
Proctor
Randolph
Richford*
Rochester
Rutland
South Burlington
Springfield
Stowe
Swanton*
Townshend
Vergennes
Wallingford*
Wells River*
West Rutland
White River Jet.
Williamstown*
Wilmington
Windsor
Winooski*
Woodstock*
North Country UHS #22
Northfield High School
Poultney High School
Proctor High School
Braintree-Randolph UHS #2
Richford High School
Rochester High School
Rutland Senior H. S.
South Burlington H. S.
Springfield Senior H. S.
Stowe High School
Missisquoi UHS #7
Leland & Gray UHS #34
Vergennes UHS #5
Wallingford High School
Blue Mountain UHS #21
West Rutland High School
Hartford High School
Williamstown High School
Wilmington High School
Windsor High School
Winooski High School
Woodstock UHS #4
TOTAL
* Under 40%
65 25%
37 40%
24 56%
14 39%
30 39%
16 26%
19 70%
115 47%
114 56%
102 44%
16 42%
46 28%
18 36%
36 40%
5 14%
7 18%
18 47%
45 32%
10 23%
14 42%
38 35%
36 28%
39 35%
2,332 37%
Cont. Education
23
5
3
3
3
1
11
8
23
1
14
2
4
1
4
14
4
2
13
10
3
325
9% 88
5% 42
— 24
8% 17
4% 33
5% 19
4% 20
4% 126
4% 122
10% 125
3% 17
8% 60
4% 20
4% 40
3% 6
10% 11
— 18
10% 59
9% 14
6% 16
12% 51
8% 46
3% 42
5% 2,657
34% 258
45% 92
56% 43
47% 36
43% 77
31% 62
74% 27
51% 245
60% 202
54% 232
45% 38
36% 162
40% 50
44% 91
17% 36
28% 40
47% 38
42% 142
32% 44
48% 33
47% 110
36% 127
38% 113
42% 6,193
CLASS OF 1972
APPROVED PRIVATE ACADEMIES Per-
Per- No. cent Per-
No. cent Enter Enter Total cent
School District School Name
Enter Enter
-ColL Coll.
Other
Sch.
Other
Sch.
Cont. Cont,
-Ed_ _Ed.
Total
Grads
Andover East Hill School 4 57% 4 57% 7
Brattleboro Austine School 9 53% 2 12% 11 65% 17
Burlington
Craftsbury
Rock Point School 12 92% 12 92% 13
Common Sterling School 6 100% 6 100% 6
Lyndon Center*
Manchester
Lyndon Institute 35 32% 3 3% 38 35% 111
Center Burr & Burton Seminary 40 37% 5 5% 45 42% 107
Newport Sacred Heart H. S. 25 40% 8 13% 33 53% 62
Putney Putney School 29 59% 3 6% 32 65% 49
Rutland Mount Saint Joseph 65 45% 7 5% 72 50% 145
Saint Albans* Bellows Free Academy 78 28% 15 5% 93 33% 277
Saint Johnsbury Saint Johnsbury Academy 79 41% 10 5% 89 46% 191
Saxtons River Vermont Academy 13 87% 1 7% 14 94% 15
South Burlington Rice Memorial High School 104 54% 8 4% 112 58% 191
South Woodstock Woodstock Country School 23 51% 23 51% 45
Stowe* The Stowe School 13 30% 13 30% 38
Thetford* Thetford Academy 14 33% 1 2% 15 35% 43
Vershire* The Mountain School 9% 1 3% 4 12% 9
TOTAL 552 41% 64 5% 616 46% 1,326
PUBLIC TOTAL 2,332 325 2,657 6,193
PRIVATE TOTAL 552 64 616 1.326
GRAND TOTAL 2,884 38% 389 5% 3,273 43% 7,519
* Under 40% Cont. Education
COMBINATION TUITION AND FEES 1972-73
APPENDIX II
WITNESSES
/»v.p.uuwjtjugemem8
In addition to expressing our thanks to the mnnvindividuals who testified before the Commission
we are particularly grateful to the followingindividuals who provided extremely valuable
assistance to our study:
Mr. Urban Martin, a student intern in theGovernor s Office from Johnson State College
who served as our staff assistant during the
summer months;
Mrs. Anne Lyman, who served as a secretary
tor the Commission:
Rep. Florence Robillard. a member of the
House Education Committee and a Vermont
member of the Education Commission of the
States, who met with the Commission and
made a most valuable contribution to our
deliberations.
WITNESSES MEETING WITH COMMISSION
1. Edward C. Andrews. ]r.. President.
University of Vermont
2. Robert S. Babcock, Provost. Vermont
State Colleges
3. Col. William F. Beatty, Norwich University
4. Senator H. Ward Bedford. Chairman.
Senate Finance Committee
5. C. Bader Brouilette, President. Champlain
College
6. Sister Elizabeth Candon. President. Trinity
College
7. Richard Cassidy, Governor's Commission on
Student Affairs
8. Rep. Henry H. Carse. Chairman, House
Education Committee
9. Richard J. Collins, Advisory Council for
Vocational-Technical Education
10. Ronald E. Crisman, Department of Budget
and Management
11. Edward Elmendorf, Johnson State College
12. Pelton Goudey, Advisory Council for
Vocational-Technical Education
13. Rep. Peter Giuliani, Chairman. House Wavs
and Means Committee
14. Steven F. Hochschild. Postsecondary
Education Access Project
15. Ronard Iverson, Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation
16. J. Gilbert Johnston. Postsecondary
Education Access Project
17. Melanie Mulharin. Advisory Council for
Vocational-Technical Education
18. David Pinkham, Advisory Council for
Vocational-Technical Education
19. Senator Ellery R. Purdy. Chairman. Senate
Education Committee
20. Peter Smith. Director, Community College of
Vermont
State Colleges State University
State In-State Out-State In-State Out-State
Alaska 200 20 1400 5/6 322 20 1522 9
Arkansas 400 13 670/940 14 400 17 930 21
Colorado 297 16 1184 10 417 16 1671 6
Conn. 538 8 1436 4 655 7 1555 8
Fla. — — 570 12 1620 7
Hawaii _ — — 206 25 716 26
Idaho 178 22 1118 11 190 26 990 20
Indiana 630 6 1200 8 700 5 1400 13
Iowa 528 9 928 15 548 13 1178 19
Louisiana 280 17 580 21 320 21 820 25
Maryland 421 12 771 18 639 9 1439 12
Mass. 307 15 657 20 250 22 850 23
Mich. 450/570 7 1110/1563 2 668/699 6 1535/2263 2
Mont. 439.50 11 847.50 17 434.50 15 847.50 24
Neb. 181.50 21 335.50 22 595 11 1321 17
Nev _ — 519 14 1719 5
New Jersey 885 4 1220 9 713 4 1298 18
New York 675/825 2 1100/1325 7 675/825 3 1100/1325 16
N. C. 150/280 18 1550 3 225 24 1800 4
Oregon 384 14 1104 12 384 19 1443 11
Pa 700 3 1400 5/6 855 2 1986 3
R. I 490 10 755 19 614 10 1514 10
Vermont* 838 1 1816 1 1082 1 2532 1
Va 414/870 5 813/1072 13 597/647 8 1372 14
W.B. 200/235 19 172.50/909 16 235 23 909 22
Wyo. — — 390.50
immrl nn nnco
18
6
1356.50 15
21 . Timothy J. Stevenson, President, Ethan Allen
Community College
22. Marjorie Walker, Advisory Council for
Vocational-Technical Education
23. Ron Vickers, Vermont Student Assistance
Corporation
24. Alan H. Weiss, State Department of
Education
25. Eugene C. Winslow, President, Windham
College
26. Raymond A. Withey, President. Green
Mountain College
WITNESSES TESTIFYING AT
PUBLIC HEARINGS
I _ Montpelier, October 2. 1973
1. Harold Abel, President, Castleton State
College
2. Robert S. Babcock, Provost. Vermont State
Colleges
3. Rep. Max W. Barrows, House Education
Committee
4. William G. Craig, President, Johnson State
College
5. Pierre V. Kieffer, Jr., President. Vermont
Technical College
6. Rep. Florence Robillard, House Education
Committee
7. Peter Smith. Director, Community College
of Vermont
Continued from page 5
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WITNESSES
. . . CONTINUED
State
Vt. rank
Median State
Rate
Vt. % above
Median
State Colleges
In-State
1 of 22
430.25
Out-State
1 of 22
till
+ 63.5%
State University
In-State
1 of 26
533.50
+ 94.3% + 102.8%
Source: Fall 1972 Survey conducted by National Association of
State Budget Officers (N.A.S.B.O.)
Out/State tuition will increase $150 in fall 1973.
Agency of Administration
Department of Budget and Management
February 28, 1973
Out-State
1 of 26
1386
+ 82.7%
Vermont General Fund Expenditures:
Higher Education
(thousands)
Institution or Agency Actual
Requested
(Appropriated)
University of Vermont
- 1971
8,957
1972
8,962
1973
9,529
19Z4
11,350
(10,643)
Vermont State Colleges 3,833 3,834 4,055 4,822
(4,385)
Community College of Vt. — — — 59
(50)
Vermont Student Assistance
Corp.
1,326 2.394 2,475 3,524
(2,320)
Vt. Educational TV
(Higher Ed. est. 40% of total)
202 203 221 234
(224)
Senatorial Scholarships 86 79 90 90
(90)
N. E. Higher Ed. Compact 45 45 22 28
(24)
Total (General Fund) 14,449 15,517 16,392 20,107
(17,736)
Agency of Administration
Department of Budget and Management
July 9. 1973
8. Victor R. Swenson. Faculty member,
Johnson State College
9. Rep. Susan H. Webb. House Health and
Welfare Committee
II - BURLINGTON, OCTOBER 9, 1973
10. Edward C. Andrews. Jr., President,
University of Vermont
11. Samuel N. Bogorad. Faculty member.
University of Vermont
12. Mrs. Betty Lou Bradshaw. Winooski
13. Thomas S. Conlon, Past Chairman, Vermont
Student Assistance Corporation
14. William R. Garrett. President, Vermont
Chapter, American Association of
University Professors
15. Gerald Greemore, Advisory Council for
Vocational-Technical Education
16. George E. Little, Jr., Trustee, University of
Vermont
17. Ruth Page, Trustee, Vermont State Colleges
18. David A. Sartwell, Champlain College
III - PUTNEY, OCTOBER 17. 1973
19. Bernard L. Boutin. President, St. Michael's
College
20. James Donoghue, St. Joseph College
21. Lee Hammond, Guidance Counselor
22. Ronald Iverson. Vermont Student
Assistance Corporation
23. George Kidder, Vermont Higher Education
Council
24. James Lupton, Vermont Technical College
25. Robert Skiff, Champlain College
26. Eugene C. Winslow, President, Windham
College
27. Raymond A. Withey, President Green
Mountain College
(Provost Babcock, Presidents Abel and
Craig, and Mr. Peter Smith presented
additional testimony at the Putney hear-
ing in addition to testifying at the Mont-
pelier hearing).
SUMMARY
Section I
Background
This interim report addresses the issue of state-
wide coordination of Vermont’s public post-
secondary educational programs. The Commis-
sion plans to release a second report later in the
winter which will deal with the issue of future
financial strategies in the field of postsecondary
education.
Section II
The Case for Coordination
Currently, Vermont’s public postsecondary edu-
cational programs are subjected to:
1. Problems of Fragmented Planning and
Policy Implementation;
2. Problems of Inadequate Accountability;
3. Problems of Determining the Most Effective
Use of Resources in the Absence of Any
Statewide System of Postsecondary Edu-
cational Priorities;
4. Problems of Declining Student Aspiration
Rates and Potential Lack of Responsive-
ness to Student Needs and Desires
Section III
Coordination Strategies
Alternative Organizational Options Available to
Vermont Include:
1. Status Quo
2. Single Consolidated Governing Board
3. Statewide Coordinating Board
Section IV
Commission's Recommendations
ie majority of the Commission favor a single
iverning board to plan, coordinate and operate
iblic postsecondary educational programs in
ermont. We recommend that the Vermont
•jgislature should approve a Joint Resolution
hich establishes the goal of more
effective
lanning and coordination of the state s post-
soondary education programs as a matter
ot
late policy and creates a Postsecondary Orga-
izational Task Force which is instructed to sub-
lit a specific organizational P r0P°®^ for ' f
ostsecondary education to the 1975 session
of
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STATE OF VERMONT
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
executive order
VERMONT HIGHER EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION
I
. PURPOSE
postsecondfry educ^iJn
v^?SiS^iiasss;rp^is^.:s;ts theaccomplish the following purposes: lsslon to
( ) to assure a wide range of opportunities
or education beyond high school for
all Vermonters who need and will benefitfrom such services;
Cb) to provide opportunities for postsecondary
education to meet the needs of Vermont
employers for trained employees;
Cc) to utilize available educational resources,both public and private, most effectively
and efficiently for the benefit of the
people of Vermont;
(d) to promote the well-being, integrity and
increased usefulness to Vermonters of
institutions providing postsecondary
education;
(e) to assist in the planning and coordinating
of the use of public and private post-
secondary educational resources of the
State of Vermont pursuant to the Higher
Education Act of 1965, Public Law 89-329,
as amended, § 1202, and pursuant to the
needs of the State of Vermont.
II. ORGANIZATION
The Vermont Higher Education Planning Commission
shall consist of the following:
(a) A Board of sixteen members broadly and
equitably representative of t'he public
at large and public and private non-profit
and proprietary institutions and postsecondary
education in the state including four year
institutions Q,f higher education, community
colleges, junior colleges and postsecondary
and area vocational schools;
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<b>
the^publie ^4,nated by the Governor fromn c at large membership;
(c) such subcommittee and task forces as maybe required for the purposes of undertakingspecific projects authorized by the 9
commission.
COMMISSION MEMBERSHIP
All members of the Commiss
members. The commission shall
following
;
ion shall be voting
consist of the
^ Ex-officio members: the Commissioner ofEducation, President of the University
of Vermont, Chancellor of the VermontState Colleges;
(b) a member of the Board of Trustees of theUniversity of Vermont to be appointed bythe Governor;
Cc) a member of the Board of Trustees of the
Vermont State Colleges to be appointedby the Governor;
(d) an executive officer from a private
Vermont four-year college to be appointedby the Governor;
Ce) a member of the Board of Trustees of a
private Vermont four-year college and
who resides in the State of Vermont to
be appointed by the Governor;
(f) an executive officer or member of the
Board of Trustees of a private two-year
college to be appointed by the Governor;
Cg) eight members from the public-at-large
including but not limited to representatives
of vocational, technical and proprietary
interests as well as interests of students
and faculty to be appointed by the Governor.
TERMS OF OFFICE OF COMMISSION MEMBERS
Members appointed to the Commission shall serve
for terms to coincide with the Governor's term of
office except ex-officio members who shall serve for
the term during which they hold their office.
Page Two of Four
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v. RESPONSIBILITIES of the commission
as
The responsibilities of
follows
:
the commission shall be
(a)
Cb)
1974
r
^nH°
thS
^°
vepor Pri°r to 31 DecemberUal
iY
by flscal Vear thereafterits findings and recommendations for theuse and coordination of postsecondary
educational resources in Vermont;
solicit and hear testimony from parties
concerned with the purposes of the
commission;
(c) inform all appropriate persons and organ-izations of the activities of 'the commission;
(d) develop bylaws for the conduct of business;
(e) meet at least every two months with at leasttwo meetings each year to be held in locations
other than Montpelier.
VI. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CHAIRMAN
The Chairman shall;
(a) preside at all meetings of the commission
in accordance with the bylaws;
(b) schedule and determine the location of
meetings of the commission;
Cc) appoint such subcommittees or special task
forces of members and non-members of the
commission as he deems necessary and
appropriate to study specific areas relating
to the commission's purpose.
VII, ADMINISTRATION
(a) the commission may expend in accordance
with applicable Federal and state statutory
requirements such sums as may be granted
and/or appropriated by the Federal and
state governments for the purposes set
forth above;
(b) commission members, with the exception of
those who are ex-officio by virtue of state
position, may be reimbursed from funds of
the commission for necessary travel expenses,
meals and lodging incurred in connection
with duties and responsibilities of the
commission.
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(c) the commission is established in theExecutive Department and shall be attached^3^ - «" Agency^
Ms
e
dfrenMo
dlrector and such staff under
.
ir<
?
ctl n as may be authorized by thecommission; y
(e) a quorum of eight (0) shall be requiredfor the commission to conduct business;
a majority vote of those present at ameeting wnere there is a quorum is requiredtor the commission to take any official
action;
(f)
Cg) conduct meetings in accordance, with Robert'sRules of Order unless other rules ofprocedure are adopted in the bylaws.
VIII. COMMISSION
This order and appointments pursuant hereto
establishes the Vermont Higher Education PlanningCommission. y
WITNESS MY NAME HEREUNTO
Subscribed and the Great Seal
of the State of Vermont
hereunto affixed at Montpelier
this ninth day of May A.D. 1974
Governor
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By the Governor:
cretdlt\y otj'ivil and Mi]jlitary Affairs
executive Order No. 36
JOHNSON STATE COLLEGE
JOHNSON, VERMONT
July 18, 1973
Dear
At Senator Smallwood's request I am sending you the enclosed draft
copy of a questionnaire I have prepared on Coordination of Higher
Education in Vermont.
I plan to distribute the questionnaire during the month of August
as background research for a doctoral thesis I am writing for the
University of Massachusetts.
The questionnaire will be sent to the following groups in Vermont:
A. The chief administrative officer of each Vermont postsecondary
institution.
B. A survey of members serving on the Vermont Senate and House
Standing Committee on Appropriations and Education.
C. A selected number of chief administrative officers of state
agencies, departments or agencies advisory to departments.
D. Selected groups such as faculty representatives of public
and private colleges
,
student representatives of the Gover-
nor's Commission on Student Affairs and certain State legis-
lators .
I would appreciate it if you would not share your copy of the ques-
tionnaire with others until such time as it has been finalized and the data
collected. To serve me in developing a suitable questionnaire, I would
appreciate your critical and constructive comments regarding, a) the length
and format of the questionnaire, b) your understanding of the terms used
and your interpretation of the questions
,
and c) the structure and content
of the questionnaire.
I would like to make the questionnaire as useful as possible to the
Governor's Commission on Higher Education and I look forward to meeting
with you in Montpelier on July 25th to discuss the questionnaire.
Sincerely,
Edward M. Elmendorf
Vice President for Administration
Johnson State College
EE:de
Enclosure
B.D, 2
Essex Jet. | Vermont
August 28, 1973
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Senator Frank Smallwood
P.0. Box 217
Norwich, Vermont O5055
Dear Senator Smallwood*
u
G1V
^
a Pr«liminary review and critique by the Governor’s Commission onigher Education, the questionnaire has been completed and is being sent to
you for pre-teating analysis prior to mailing. Frank Smallwood agreed that
the organisation and development task force would be an acceptable one for
performing an item-individual score analysis on the questionnaire and he
suggested that I mall the questionnaire to you to complete as if you were one
of. the selected respondents . You may be assured that the data analysis is
intended for validating and finalizing the questionnaire! it is for my per-
sonal use and will not be made public. If you prefer, I would be happy to
share the analysis of the group's responses with you at your convenience.
Slnoe timing is of importance in providing accurate and complete data
to ths Commission for its recommendations to the legislature, it is essential
that the questionnaire be completed by you at the earliest possible time.
For your convenience T have enclosed a self-addressed, postage-paid, envelope
in which you may promptly return the completed questionnaire. If it is
impossible for you to mall the questionnaire before your meeting of September
5 # please bring the questionnaire with you and leave it with Frank Smallwood
who has agreed to collect and hold them for me.
Sincerely yours,
EMEigc
Edward M. Elmendorf
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Journal of the Senate
FRIDAY, JANUARY 4, 1974
The Senate was called to order by the President.
were cond,,ctcd bv Ihe Revc,end Ccrald R
-
*«•
Message from House
,A™
u
es
.
sa|e wa * received from the House of Representatives bv MrGiuliani theii Second Assistant Clerk, as follows:
Mr. President:
Joint
!
R™sohii'ioTemitled°
rm Se"ate "'e HoUSe has on i,s Pa“ adoP>«* a
J. R. H. 56. Joint resolution relating to final adjournment.
In the adoption of which the concurrence of the Senate is requested.
Joint Resolutions Referred
Joint Senate resolution of the following tide was offered, read the firsttime and is as follows:
By Senator Smallwood,
J. R. S. 27. Joint resolution relating to postsecondary education inVermont.
Whereas, Vermont’s public postsecondary educational system sufferslr°m fragmented planning, inadequate accountability, and a lack of clearly
established priorities, and
Whereas, the realization of more effective planning and coordination of
this system is a matter of state policy, now therefore be it
Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives:
That a Postsecondary Educational Organizational Committee of six-
teen persons be established, consisting of the Chairman of the Senate and
House Educational Committees, three persons appointed by the University
of Vermont Board of Trustees, three persons appointed by the Board of
Trustees of the Vermont State Colleges, two persons appointed by the Ad-
visory Board for Vocational Technical Education, one person appointed by
the Vermont Student Assistance Corporation Board, one person appointed
by the Vermont Board of Education, two persons appointed by the Vermont
Higher Education Council to represen', private colleges in Vermont and a
student and faculty member appointed by the Governor, and be it further
19
20 JOURNAL Of l lll NI NA I I
Resolved: That the committee be directed to:
of tlub
«]’.Tch' wnl%VoviVt
proposal 10 (he 1975 session
coordination of Ihe Mates
common ItfomlSi^nd planning' ‘ v'teTrifihVwinkcl?'
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,
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effective functioning of anv iv>mV>>n. n » ,
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,
K tsse ntial to the
Sanization they recommend for legislative eonSmimi! m^^tther
Jient compensation Vnl^rehnWmsemem^^
S * KI " RVCIVC lhe s;mu' per
member!, of standing committees of the GeieraT'Aswmfli" n?e -r
prC
|
vic!':d
adiournment, and he it further
n J Assemb y me ting during
LegisMve’cottS'
'hC commi,lce
'he services and the staff of the
as a S^i^^ i0i"‘ ™ lu ' i0"
.he
in H0USC °' ,hC followi"* was read
J. R. H, 56. Joint lesolution lelating to final adjournment.
Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives:
™.al llle President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rcn-
Ma^clf. A D
8<
1 974
11 t1C,r respcctlve houses sinc die on the 30th day of
_ I!
1
1
e
I
eil
l
po
t
n ' the President, in his discretion, treated the joint resolution
as a bill and it was referred to the Committee on Rules.
Committees Relieved of Further Consideration; Bills Committed
On motion ot Senator Janeway, the Committee on Appropriations was
relieved of further consideration of Senate bill entitled:
S. 47. An act to amend 24 V.S.A. § 296; 32 V.S.A. §§ l 182, 1591and 1592 relating to responsibilities, salaries and fees paid to sheriffs.
Theicupon. pending entry of the bill on the Calendar for notice tomor-
row, on motion of Senator Janeway, the bill was committed to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.
On motion ot Senator Shea, the General and Military Committee was
relieved of further consideration of Senate bill entitled:
S. 169. An act to add 9 V.S.A. Chapter 137 relating to detergents
and household cleansing products.
Thereupon, pending entry of the b:ll on the Calendar for notice tomor-
row, on motion of Senator Shea, the bill was committed to the Committee
on Natural Resources.
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Bill Called Up
th
f
foll
?winR title was called up by Senator Alden andund^i the rule, placed on the Calendar for action tomorrow:
Forest'
45 ' A" aCt relatin " to the termination of leases in Groton State
Message from House
p i/
1 message was received from the House of Representatives by MrGraham tneir First Assistant Clerk, as follows: Y
Mr. President:
Joi„tfeSeemml3:0rm the Sem,tC 'h? H°USe haS °" i,s 1>art “"W* •
J. R. H. 57. Joint resolution relating to weekend adjournment.
In the adoption of which the concurrence of the Senate is requested.
Join i Resolution Adopted in Concurrence
Joint resolution originating
and adopted in concurrence and
in the House of the following title was read
is as follow's:
J. R. H. 57. Joint resolution relating to weekend adjournment.
Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives:
That when the tw-o Houses adjourn or. Friday, January 4, 1974 it be
to meet again on Tuesday, January 8, 1974, at ten o’clock in the forenoon.
Remarks Journalized
Senator Boylan addressed the Chair, and on motion of Senator Buckley,
his remarks w'ere ordered entered in the Journal, and are as follows:
“Mr. President:
1 should like to preface my remarks bv stating that Vermont is not going
bankrupt but we do have a problem in debt funding.
The following comparative figures are informative and perhaps mem-
bers of the Senate may wish to consider their impact as w'e proceed during
this session.
The per capita gross debt at the end of the fiscal year of the northern
New England States and the national average is as follows:
Vermont— $717.49
Maine— 265.66
New Hampshire— 236.97
50 state average— 259.45
22 JOURNAL OF THE SENAT
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The per capita interest on debt is as follows:
Vermont— 27
Maine— 9' $7New Hampshire— 9*8
1
50 state average
— 10.29
Adjournment
again® n i
he S
.
c
',
lal
f ?
d i°u™=<| . W reconvene
to J.R.H 57
^ dt teR o clock in the forenoon pursuant
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S.37
1 Introduced by Senator Soule of Franklin County
2 Referred to Committee on
3 Subjects Vermont system of higher education; creation
4 Sponsor's statement of purpose: It is the purpose of this bill to
5 create a Vermont system of higher education!
6
7
8
9
10
\
11
12
13
14
15 AN ACT CREATING THE VERMONT SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND TO REPEAL
16 PUBLIC ACT NO. 66 OF 1955; 16 V.S.A. CHAPTER 72 AND 16 V.S.A.* 2281(b)
17 AND (c) RELATING TO VERMONT STATE COLLEGES AND THE UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT
18 It is hereby enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Vermont:
19
20 Sec. 1. Statement of purpose
21 It is declared to be the policy of the state of Vermont to offer a
22 coordinated program of higher education, by making the most effective
23 use of the facilities and resources within the state. It is declared
24 to be the policy of the state of Vermont to offer equality of oppor-
25 tunity in higher education to all qualified citizens 0 It is also
1975 - S.37 - p.2
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1 declared to be the policy of the state of Vermont to provide access
2 to higher education to all Vermonters at a cost which they can afford*
3 Accordingly, it is the purpose of the general assembly to create by
4 this act the Vermont system of higher education, which will assume
5 and coordinate the functions of the university of Vermont and state
6 agricultural college and the Vermont state colleges.
7 Sec. 2. Establishment of corporation; purposes
8 The university of Vermont and state agricultural college, as it is
9 constituted under No. 83 of the Acts of 1865 and No. 66 of the Acts
10 of 1955 » as amended, the Vermont state colleges, as it is constituted
11 under chapter 72 of Title 16
,
as amended, together with such other
12 corporations and entities as may hereafter become united with them,
13 are united and constituted as a public corporation to be known as
14 "The Vermont System of Higher Education," for the purpose of carrying
15 out the objects of their respective charters and enabling acts, which
16 for that purpose are deemed included in this act by reference, and for
17 the purpose of planning, supervising, administering, and operating facil-
18 ities and programs of higher education supported in whole or in part with
19 public monies of this state.
20 Sec. 3* Powers
21 (a) The Vermont system of higher education shall have all of the
powers
22 heretofore granted to each of the constituent corporations referred
to in
23 section 2 of this act, as the successor in interest of
each of the con-
24 stituent corporations, and shall further have all of the
rights and powers
25 incident to public and private corporations
under the laws of this state
1975 - S
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1 and any and all other powers, necessary or convenient to the carrying out
2 of its purposes.
3 (b) Without limiting the foregoing, the Vermont system of higher edu-
4 cation may acquire, hold, and dispose of real and personal property and
5 interests therein, may borrow money and may issue bonds notes and other
6 evidences of indebtedness of whatever nature and provide for the payment
7 thereof and give security therefor, and may accept, use, and administer
8 any monies as may be made available to it for any of its corporate pur-
9 poses by the United States or any of its agencies, or by any other govern-
10 mental body, or by any person, on any terms and conditions not inconsistent
11 with its corporate purposes.
12 (c) The Vermont system of higher education shall be an instrumentality
13 of the state of Vermont.
14 (d) All real and personal property including the income and profits
15 therefrom, and the bonds and other obligations and the income therefrom,
16 including any profit made on the sale thereof, issued by the Vermont
17 system of higher education, shall be exempt from taxation by the state,
18 any political subdivision thereof or any other local unit or instrument
19 tality of the state.
20 Sec. 4. Vesting of property
21 On the effective date of this act, all of the real and personal property
22 of each of the constituent corporations referred to in section 2 of this
23 act shall be by virtue of this act transferred to and vest in the Vermont
24 system of higher education, together with and subject to all the rights,
25 powers, duties, and obligations existing or incurred prior to the effective
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1 date of this act. The Vermont system of higher education shall succeed
2 to all the rights and benefits of, and shall assume, discharge, and per-
3 form all the debts, duties, trusts, liabilities and obligations of each
4 of said constituent corporations as the same shall exist on the effective
5 date of this act,
6 Sec, 5. Board of trustees; members
7 (a) There is created a board of 15 trustees, which shall be known
8 as The Board of Trustees of the Vermont System of Higher Education."
9 (b) The commissioner of education shall be an ex-officio member of
10 the board of trustees. Four members of the board shall be elected by
11 the general assembly, with two members being so elected to four-year
12 terms each biennium. Six members of the board shall be appointed by
13 the governor, with the advice and consent of the senate, with two mem-
14 bers being so appointed to six-year terms each biennium. Four members
15 of the board shall be elected by the board, with two members being so
16 elected to four-year terms each biennium, from nomination made by those
17 four members immediately prior to the end of each two-year term. No
18 member of the board shall be qualified to serve more than one full term
19 consecutively. A vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of a term
20 of a member shall be filled as soon as may be practicable by the ap-
21 pointing or electing body, as the case may be, for the balance of that
22 term. The term of membership shall begin on March 1 and shall expire
23 on the last day of February of the applicable year.
24 Sec. 6, Board of trustees; powers
25 (a) The board of trustees of the Vermont system of higher education
26 shall have the entire management and control of its property and affairs.
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1 (b) The board shall provide comprehensive planning, coordination,
2 evaluation, and revision of programs for all Vermont public higher
3 education, and shall promote the productive administration and use of
4 funds and facilities in higher education, research, and services.
5 (c) The board may confer such honors, degrees, and certificates for
6 achievement in higher education, research, or service as it considers
7 appropriate.
8 (d) The educational components of the Vermont system of higher educa-
9 tion shall be the university of Vermont and state agricultural college,
10 Gastleton state college, Johnson state college, Lyndon state college,
11 Vermont technical college, and the Vermont community college, for all
12 of which the board shall appoint a president. The board may from time
13 to time designate additional educational components of the Vermont system
14 of higher education.
15 (e) The board of trustees may appoint members of visiting committees
16 for one or more of the educational components of the Vermont system of
17 higher education or programs sponsored by them to advise concerning the
18 affairs thereof, and may prescribe the duties, functions, and terms of
19 office of visiting committees and their members.
20 (f) The president shall serve at the pleasure of the board, and shall
21 have such duties, authority, and functions as the board shall from time
22 to time delegate and determine.
23 (g) The governor shall appoint the chairman from the membership of
24 the board. The board may appoint any other necessary officers, shall
25 prescribe the duties, functions, salaries, and terms of office of any
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1 officer or employee of the Vermont system of higher education, and shall
2 make and amend bylaws, programs, and regulations for the government of
3 itself and others connected with it and the management and utilization
4 of its property, personnel, and affairs, and therein also prescribe terms
5 of admission, rates of tuition, and courses of instruction.
6 (h) Any gift, bequest, or grant of any property or interest in prop-
7 erty made before or after the effective date of this act specifically
8 to a constituent corporation referred to in section 2 of this act, or to
9 any educational component of the Vermont system of higher education, shall
10 be expended for its benefit.
11 (j) The board of trustees shall biennially make a report to the general
12 assembly of its activities and affairs to such extent as may be required
13 by the general assembly, and shall make and distribute any reports and
14 shall take all such other action els may be required by law. The general
15 assembly may direct duly constituted legislative committees to examine
16 the affairs of the Vermont system of higher education within their respec-
17 tive jurisdictions.
18 (k) The board of trustees of the Vermont system of higher education
19 shall also ex-officio constitute the board of trustees of the university
20 -'of Vermont, and shall also ex-officio constitute the board of trustees
21 of the Vermont agricultural college, both as required by applicable law,
22 Sec. 7. Coordination
23 The board of trustees shall consult and coordinate its activities and
24 programs, to the extent practicable, with the private institutions of
25 higher education in this state, the Vermont student assistance corporation,
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1 the Vermont higher education facilities commission, and the Vermont board
2 and department of education, in order to accomplish productive comprehensive
3 planning for all higher education in Vermont.
4 Sec. 8. Savings clause
5 (a) Nothing in this act shall modify, alter, or in any manner affect
6 the legal relationships between and the rights and obligations of the
7 corporation known as the Vermont system of higher education and the cor-
8 poration known as the university of Vermont with respect to the university
9 o± Vermont trust, as established and determined by decree of the court
10 of chancery, Washington County, Vermont, dated September 19
, 1932, pur-
11 suant to Supplemental Indenture of James B. Wilbur, dated March 5, 1928,
12 said decree and all regulations and policies adopted pursuant thereto or
13 in connection therewith being hereby specifically recognized, confirmed,
14 and approved as to all matters relating to the existing ownership, status,
15 terms, conditions, and administration of said trust,
16 (b) All references to any of the constituent corporations referred to
17 in section 2 of this act, or any part and division thereof, in the laws
18 of this state shall be deemed to refer and apply to the Vermont system
19 of higher education as created in this act, unless the context of that
20 reference requires otherwise.
21 (c) In the event that the board of trustees of the Vermont system of
22 higher education determines at any time by specific vote taken at any
23 meeting that any transfer or vesting of property, or any other event,
24 provided for or occurring because of the provisions of this act, causes
25 or may cause a violation of or an event of default under any law or
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1 agreement of or respecting any of said constituent corporations, or
2 causes or may cause a divesting of or failure to realize any interest
3 in property, present or future, that constituent corporation shall, for
4 that purpose only, be deemed to have continued in existence at allitimee
5 from and after the effective date of this act, and the board of trustees
6 of the Vermont system of higher education shall be deemed to have con-
7 stituted its board of trustees, and its acts with respect thereto to
8 have been taken with respect to that constituent corporation separately,
9 and the aforesaid transfer or vesting of property, or event, and any
10 repeal of its charter or of any enabling law, shall be deemed not to
11 have occurred,
12 Sec. 9* Board of trustees; initial membership
13 In order to provide for the initial membership of the board of trustees
14 of the Vermont system of higher education, the membership of the board
15 upon the effective date of this act shall be constituted as follows*, the
16 four members of the board whose 'successors shall thereafter be elected by
17 the board shall be four members of the board of trustees of the university
18 of Vermont and state agricultural college who are elected by the members
19 of that board of trustees from the membership of that board, and their
20 terms of office as members of the board of trustees of the Vermont system
21 of higher education shall in the case of two members have terms ending
22 February 29, 1976, in the case of the two other members have terms ending
23 February 28, 1978. The governor shall appoint the six members of the
24 board whose successors shall thereafter be appointed by him, two members
25 of whom shall be present or past members of the board of trustees of the
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1 Vermont state colleges, two members of whom shall be present or past
2 members of the board of trustees of the university of Vermont and state
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
agricultural college and two members of whom shall be of his choosing,
.two of which six members shall have terms ending February 29, 1976, two
shall have terms ending February 28
, 1978 , and two shall have terms
ending February 29 » 1080, The four members of the board whose successors
shall thereafter be elected by the general assembly shall be the four
members of the board of trustees of the Vermont state colleges who are
elected by the members of that board of trustees from the membership
of that board, and their terms of office as members of the board of
trustees of the Vermont system of higher education shall in the case of
two members expire on February 28
,
1978 and in the case of two members
February 29 » 1980, In addition, the commissioner of education shall
be an ex officio member of the board of trustees.
Sec. 10. Nonapplicability of certain statutes
(a) Except as otherwise may be specifically provided by act of the
board of trustees, the Vermont system of higher education, and its officers
and employees shall not be governed by:
(1) Chapter 9 of Title 3» dealing with administrative departments;
( 2 ) Chapter 13 of Title 3, dealing with classification of state per-
sonnel;
( 3 ) Chapter 16 of Title 3, dealing with state employees retirement
system
;
(4) Chapter 27 of Title 3. dealing with state -employees labor
25 relations
;
12
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
1975 - S.37
- p. 10
452
(5) Chapter 3 of Title 16, dealing with the state hoard of educa-
tion;
(6)
, Chapter 5 of Title 16, dealing with the commissioner of educa-
tion;
(7) Chapter 49 of Title 29, dealing with purchasing, and
(8) Chapter 7 of Title 32, dealing with public monies.
(b) Notwithstanding the foregoing, the board of trustees of the Vermont
system of higher education is empowered to make applicable any of the
foregoing provisions of law, by specific act of the board of trustees,
under such terms as in its judgment will best achieve the purposes of
this act and foregoing provisions of law.
(c) The board of trustees shall adopt bylaws and regulations concerning
tenure, retirement, employee benefits, and procedures for employee negotia-
tion for the benefit of the 'employees of the Vermont system of higher
education.
(d) Nothing contained in this act shall adversely affect any rights
of any person accrued under any tenure, retirement, or employee benefit
system or plan prior to the effective date of this act, and all of said
rights are hereby specifically protected and retained.
Sec. 11, Repeal
(a) Public Act No. 66 of 1955 and 16 V.S.A. chapter 72 are repealed,
except as specifically provided in section 8 of this act.
(b) 16 V.S.A. £ 2281(b) and (c) are repealed.
23
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Introduced by Senator Aldon of Windsor County and Senator Daniels
of Chittenden County
Referred to Committee on
Subject: Education; Vermont higher education planning commission
Sponsor's statement of purpose: It is the purpose of this bill to
create a higher education planning commission.
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AN ACT TO ADD 16 V.S.A. CHAPTER 89 AND TO REPEAL EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 36
OF 1974, RELATING TO THE CREATION OF THE VERMONT HIGHER EDUCATION PLAN-
NING COMMISSION
It is hereby enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Vermont:
Sec. 1. 16 V.S.A. chapter 89 is added to read:
CHAPTER 89. VERMONT HIGHER EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION
§ 2881. DEFINITIONS
For the purposes of this chapter:
(1) "Commission" means the Vermont higher education planning
commission
.
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1
.
Postsecondary education" includes postsecondary occupational
2 education.
3 ( 3 ) Postsecondary occupational education" means education, training
4 or retraining, including guidance, counseling and placement services, for
5 persons 16 years of age or older who have graduated from or left elementary
6 or secondary school, conducted by an institution legally authorized to
H I
7 provide postsecondary education within a state, which is designed to pre-
8 pare individuals for gainful employment as semi-skilled or skilled workers
i
i
9 or technicians or subprofessionals in recognized occupations, including
t
10 new and emerging occupations, or to prepare individuals for enrollment
11 in advanced technical education programs.
12 § 2882 . VERMONT HIGHER EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION; MEMBERS, APPOINT-
,
13 MENTS, VACANCIES
14 (a) There is created a Vermont higher education planning commission
15 consisting of:
the commissioner of the department of education;
\
1
the president of the university of Vermont and state agricultural
;
the chancellor of the Vermont state colleges;
a member of the board of trustees of the university of Vermont;
a member of the board of trustees of the Vermont state colleges;
the executive officer of a private Vermont four-year college;
a member of the board of trustees of a private Vermont four-
24 year college;
16 (1)
17 (2)
18 college
;
19 ( 3 )
20 (A)
21 ( 5 )
22 (6)
23 ( 7 )
25
i
^55
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8 ) the executive officer or a member of the board of trustees of
2 a private Vermont two-year college;
3 (9) eight other members including representatives of postsecondary
4 vocational, technical and proprietary interests as well as the interests
3 of the students and faculty.
g (b) Members of the commission, except ex officio members, shall be
7 appointed biennially by the governor, with the advice and consent of
g the senate, for four-year terms expiring January 31 of the biennium.
5 In the event of any vacancy occurring in the membership of the commis-
10 sion between biennial sessions, the governor shall fill the same, which
11 appointment shall terminate January 31 in the year of the next following
12 biennial session. Members of the commission shall be residents of the
13 state.
14 § 2883. COMMISSION; QUORUM, CHAIRMAN
15 The governor shall appoint the chairman from those persons appointed
16 under division ( 8 ) of subsection (a) of section 2882 of this title.
17 Eight members of the commission shall constitute a quorum for the trans-
18 action of business.
19 § 2884 . COMMISSION; DUTIES
20 The commission shall:
21 ( 1 ) compile, from time to time, comprehensive information
per-
22 taining to:
23 (A) the needs of Vermont residents for
postsecondary education;
24 (B) the needs of Vermont employers for educated
employees;
25
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6
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8
9
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12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
(C) the opportunities for postsecondary education available
to residents of Vermont;
(D) postsecondary educational resources of public, private
nonprofit and proprietary institutions and agencies in Vermont;
(E) the utilization by Vermont residents of available post-
secondary educational resources and programs in Vermont and elsewhere;
(F) the duplication of postsecondary educational programs of
public, private nonprofit and proprietary institutions and agencies
in Vermont;
(G) the career opportunities for Vermont residents with various
levels and kinds of educational preparation;
(H) enrollments, faculties, employees, finances, physical fa-
cilities, educational programs planned or offered and degrees or certifi
cates granted by all public postsecondary institutions and, to
the
extent it is obtainable, the same categories of information
from all
private nonprofit and proprietary institutions in Vermont;
and
(J) other matters determined by the commission to
be of interest
and value for the purposes of planning or coordination.
(2) conduct such studies, surveys and
research as it may deem
to be of value for the purposes of planning
or coordination;
21 (3) conduct such public
hearings as it may deem to be appropriate;
22 (4) interpret, analyze
and evaluate available Information and
the
23 results of its studies
and research;
24 (5) develop and, from
time to time, amend as it sees fit
a compre
25 henslve statewide plan
to achieve the goal of making
available to all
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residents of the state who desire and can benefit from it a wide
ranEe of opportunities for postsecondary education, and which would
also achieve the other purposes of this chapter;
(6) provide all appropriate af.enclea responsible for postsecondary
education an opportunity to review and make recommendations with respect
to the comprehensive statewide plan;
(7) establish and, from time to time, amend as it sees fit a set of
priorities for the use of federal and nonfederal financial and other re-
sources which it deems necessary to achieve the purposes of the comprehen-
sive statewide plan;
(8) make specific recommendations to individual public and private
institutions and agencies and to the governor and the general assembly,
as deemed appropriate, for the Implementation, consistent with its es-
tablished priorities, of various provisions of its comprehensive statewide
plan for postsecondary education;
(9) carry out its responsibilities as the designated state com-
mission for postsec.ondary education under 20 USCA § 1142a;
(10) report to the governor and the legislature biennially prior
to December 31 on its activities, findings and recommendations; and
(11) adopt bylaws for the conduct of its business.
§ 2885. COMMISSION; POWERS
The commission:
(1) shall have access to pertinent information and the right to
obtain copies of documents and records of any institution or agency of
postsecondary education supported in whole or in part from state funds,
I. unc*er such regulations consistent with state laws, ns it may adopt
2 with the approval of the secretary of the agency of administration;
3 (2) may employ, with the approval of the secretary of ndmlnistra-
4 tion, an executive director and necessary staff under his direction;
5 (3) may enter into contracts or agreements, with the approval of
6 the secretary of the agency of administration, for research projects,
7 experimental or demonstration programs, for the provision of educational
8 services or for any of the purposes of this chapter;
9 (4) may accept, with the approval of the secretary of the agency
10 of administration, funds, gifts and grants made available to it on
11 behalf of postsecondary education in Vermont;
12 (5) shall, for programs for which the commission has been assigned
13 specific responsibility for determination of priorities, awarding of
14 grants, or approval of projects for postsecondary education institutions
15 or agencies, adopt rules under chapter 25 of Title 3 to establish
16 procedures for the submission and consideration of applications or
17 proposals.
18 § 2886. CHAIRMAN; DUTIES
19 The chairman shall:
20 (1) preside at meetings of the commission;
21 (2) schedule and determine location of commission meetings;
22 (3) appoint such committees, task forces or advisory councils
23 of members or nonmembers of the commission as he deems necessary
and
24 appropriate to study specific areas relating to the
commission’s pur-
25
poses.
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1_ § 2887. ADMINISTRATION
2 (a) The commission shall be attached to the agency of administration
3 for administrative purposes.
4 (b) The commission may expend under state law such sums as may be
5 granted or appropriated for the purposes of this chapter.
6 (c) Members of the commission and of such committees, task forces
7 or advisory councils as may be established as provided in this chapter
8 may be reimbursed by the commission for their actual and necessary
9 expenses incurred in connection with their official duties.
10 Sec. 2. Initial appointments
11 In making the initial appointments the governor shall appoint six
12 members for two-year terms to expire on January 31, 1977 and seven
13 members for four-year terms to expire on January 31, 1979.
14 Sec. 3. Appropriation
15 The sum of $50,000.00 is appropriated to the commission for each of
l
16 the fiscal years ending June 30, 1975, June 30, 1976 and June 30, 1977.
17 Sec. 4. Repeal
18 Executive order 36 dated May 9, 1974 is repealed.
19 Sec. 5. This act shall take effect from passage.
20
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APPENDIX L
HARCLEROAD MODEL
Harcleroad Model
. Four major requirements consti-
tute the Harcleroad model:*
1. Leadership and coordination in formulation of
statewide needs and policies; long-range and
short-range planning; program development with
statewide implications, and establishment of
, statewide and institutional master plans for thedevelopment of programs and physical facilities
at individual institutions
2. Approval of institutional objectives on which to
base yearly institutional budget requests, con-
sistent with statewide planning, guidelines, and
previously approved college master plans
3 • Appraisal and evaluation of institutional achieve-
ments of approved objectives, including fiscal
post-audit and analysis of institutional appli-
cations of statewide policies and guidelines.
Periodic review of institutional progress in
achieving agreed-upon objectives and in solving
problems inherent in the local situation
4. Advice to individual institutions, as needed and
requested, on operational matters. (Responsi-
bility and authority for operational decisions
necessary for institutional implementation of
systemwide policies and programs as well as insti-
tutional policies and programs should be located
on each campus.
*Fred F. Harcleroad (ed.), Planning for State
_
Systems of Post secondary Education (Iowa City: American
College Testing Program, 1373 )-, p- 6.

